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ABSTRACT
Doctoral Students’ Relational Communication with their Advisors: A Dyadic
Examination using Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Development
Zachary W. Goldman

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore how psychosocial development affects
doctoral students’ relationships with their advisor and their success in graduate school.
Toward this goal, three objectives were identified. The first objective was to integrate
Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors of psychosocial development into the doctoral
education context to understand how mature students maintain their relationships and
address conflict with their advisor. The second objective was to investigate the extent to
which doctoral students’ psychosocial development and communication behaviors
affected satisfaction in the student-advisor relationship. The third objective was to
examine the effect of psychosocial development on doctoral students’ attrition and
indicators of academic success. Self-report surveys were completed by both doctoral
students and graduate faculty advisors. The results revealed that students who were
further progressed along the vectors of psychosocial development were more likely to use
relational maintenance behaviors and handle their conflict with integrative strategies,
whereas students who were not as psychosocially developed were more inclined to use
distributive and avoidance strategies to handle conflict in the student-advisor relationship.
Psychosocial development also positively affected doctoral students’ persistence,
perceived time to degree, and their general success in graduate school (i.e., academic
preparedness, quality of work, research self-efficacy, research productivity). The results
also indicated that students’ relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies
played an essential role in explaining the positive effects of psychosocial development on
student-advisor relational and communication satisfaction. Taken together, the findings
support the importance of psychosocial development in graduate school and provide
valuable information that may be used to improve the quality of doctoral programs.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction
In the summer of 1998, Jason Altom, a doctoral candidate who studied chemistry
at Harvard University, committed suicide by drinking potassium cyanide (Golde &
Gallagher, 1999). His death sparked a national conversation regarding the conditions of
doctoral education in the United States. Jason left behind suicide notes addressed to his
department chair and dissertation advisor that began with the phrase “This event could
have been avoided” (Hall, 1998, p. 1). His letters explained a negative working
relationship with his advisor, a culture that encouraged bullying and verbal abuse, and a
lack of social support as factors that influenced his decision to end his life. Although the
extremity and unfortunate conclusion of Jason’s situation is rare, the problems in which
he encountered have become characteristic of graduate education (Golde & Gallagher,
1999). Individuals who pursue a doctoral degree are typically regarded as highly gifted,
extremely successful, and tremendously dedicated (Gardner, 2009); yet, somehow, the
same individuals yield the highest attrition rates in all of formalized education. As Golde
(2000) noted, “Paradoxically, the most academically capable, most academically
successful, most stringently evaluated, and most carefully selected students in the entire
higher education system – doctoral students – are the least likely to complete their chosen
academic goals” (p. 199). While problems such as attrition are troubling for a host of
reasons, including wasted money, time, and resources, cases such as Jason Altom’s
suggest that “the most important reason to be concerned about graduate student attrition
is that it can ruin individuals’ lives” (Lovitts, 2001, p. 6).
Along with student attrition, additional criticisms have been wagered against
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doctoral education programs in the United States. Most notably, many doctoral students
who are persistent until graduation appear to leave their respective programs without the
necessary skills and training needed to sustain a life in academia (Lovitts, 2008). By the
time of degree completion, students “should have acquired the knowledge and skills
expected of a scholar who has made an original contribution to the field and has attained
the necessary expertise to continue to do so” (Council of Graduate Schools, 1990, p. 1).
Unfortunately, Golde and Dore (2001) discovered that nearly 35% of doctoral candidates
believe that their graduate coursework failed to prepare them with such skills and feel
unable to conduct independent research within their field. Moreover, students who are
fortunate enough to acquire these skills often become overspecialized as a result of their
doctoral education, which can create difficulties for working with future colleagues,
becoming socialized into departments and universities, conducting interdisciplinary
research, and possibly earning tenure and promotion (Golde & Gallagher, 1999). These
issues, along with elevated stress levels and generally poor psychological well-being, can
make the pursuit of a doctoral degree and the subsequent career to follow a demanding
and problematic journey (Hodgson & Simoni, 1995).
One way that scholars and practitioners have attempted to address the quality of
doctoral education and issues of student attrition is by studying the interpersonal
relationship that students have with their advisor (e.g., Adrian-Taylor, Noels, & Tischler,
2007; Bargar & Mayo-Chamberlain, 1983; Barnes & Austin, 2009; Hockey, 1996;
Lunsford, 2012). Student-advisor relationships are an important component of nearly all
doctoral programs as most students are dependent on their advisor for critical resources
including opportunities to co-author scholarly papers, assistance and approval conducting
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dissertation research, and even financial support (Wade-Benzoni, Rousseau, & Li, 2006).
It is unfortunate, then, but perhaps unsurprising, that a negative student-advisor
relationship (i.e., one that is characterized by inefficiency or an inability to collaborate)
serves as the biggest reason for doctoral student attrition (Golde, 2005). Consequently,
millions of dollars are spent each year by agencies such as the National Science
Foundation and the US Department of Education to help foster productive faculty-student
relationships that deter students from leaving their program prematurely and help them to
receive a quality education (Walker, Golde, Jones, Bueschel, & Hutchings, 2008).
Additional solutions to these issues may also be found in the college student
development literature (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991;
Schuh, 1989). One consistent finding from this research is that higher education affords
numerous opportunities for students to mature and develop (Renn & Reason, 2012).
Students who take advantage of their developmental opportunities typically maximize
their education, are more satisfied with their experiences, and are more likely to persist
until graduation (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 2010); conversely, students who
are unable or unwilling to mature from their educational experiences, tend to struggle in
school and are more likely to drop out (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Although these
findings are primarily drawn from undergraduate students, similar conclusions are likely
true for students in graduate programs (Tessmer, 2012). The problem, however, is that
“graduate students and their specific developmental issues and needs are noticeably
absent in contemporary discussions of student development in higher education today”
(Gardner, 2009, p. 4). The incorporation of this literature could result in substantial
benefits for doctoral programs; most notably, the effective reduction of attrition rates, and
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quite possibly, a better understanding of the doctoral student-advisor relationship.
The purpose of this dissertation is threefold. First, this dissertation will apply
student development research to the doctoral education context by exploring how
psychosocial development influences students’ communication with their advisor.
Second, this dissertation will examine the combined effects of student development and
communication on student-advisor relational and communication satisfaction. Third, this
dissertation will explore the extent to which students’ perceptions of development and
relational variables can be used to explain students’ and advisors’ perceptions of doctoral
student attrition and other important graduate education outcomes. To accomplish these
goals, the student development literature will be integrated as a theoretical framework.
Theoretical Framework: College Student Development
Over the last several decades, researchers from across disciplines (e.g., education,
psychology, sociology) have collectively formulated theories of college student
development in order to examine “the ways that a student grows, progresses, or increases
his or her developmental capabilities as a result of enrollment in an institution of higher
education” (Rodgers, 1990, p. 27). Knefelkamp, Widick, and Parker (1978) are credited
with outlining the original purpose of this research; they noted, “From its inception, the
college student personnel field adopted a developmental orientation emphasizing the
importance of responding to the whole person, attending to individual differences, and
working with the student at his or her developmental level” (p. viii). This focus toward
understanding students as unique individuals remains instrumental for many researchers
who study the effects of higher education and/or the interrelated processes of learning,
growth, and maturation during college (King & Baxter Magolda, 1996; Renn & Reason,
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2012). In a summary of this research, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) synthesized dozens
of student development theories and over fifty years of empirical research in order to
address a straightforward, yet remarkably complex question: How does college affect
students? One conclusion from this extensive review is that college affects students by
altering, confirming, and reinforcing their personal identities, which in turn influences
how they view themselves within the world (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In other
words, college “act(s) as a filter for dictating how an individual will perceive, organize
and evaluate events in the environment and, though less directly, how he/she will behave
in response to those events” (Widick, 1977, p. 35). This holistic growth and maturation is
most commonly referred to as psychosocial development (Renn & Reason, 2012).
Psychosocial development theories view student maturation as a sequence of
developmental tasks or stages that change not only how individuals think, but also how
they feel, behave, value, and relate to themselves and others (Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991). Psychosocial development is a process that occurs as individuals interact and
mature with others in their surrounding environment to create and confirm their personal
identity (Miller & Winston, 1990). Erikson (1964) referred to identity development as
“the ability to experience one’s self as something that has continuity and sameness and to
act accordingly” (p. 42). The process of psychosocial development is typically
experienced over a long period of time (i.e., several years) and is generally cumulative in
nature (Lien, 2002). In comparison to other theoretical perspectives of student
development (e.g., cognitive, moral), psychosocial development theories encapsulate a
more holistic and comprehensive understanding of the changes that students undergo as a
result of their educational experiences (Chickering & Reisser, 1993).
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According to Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), the foundation of psychosocial
development research is rooted in the work of Erik Erikson (1959, 1963) and his original
identity development theory. Erikson (1959) asserted that individuals experience multiple
“crises” throughout their life which serve as critical turning points in the formation of
their identity. Erikson (1963) argued that the creation and solidification of an internally
congruent identity was the dominant psychosocial crisis that individuals encounter in
their lifespan. Although this crisis may be experienced on multiple occasions, Erikson
noted that most individuals face it during young adulthood, or around the time of
attending college. This idea prompted Erikson’s colleague, Arthur Chickering (1969), to
study the ways that college students develop their identity and mature psychosocially.
Chickering’s Seven Vectors of Identity Development
Chickering (1969) proposed seven explicit “vectors” of psychosocial development
which he believed were critical for the effective formation of college students’ selfidentity. He specifically focused on college because students during this time explore
different aspects of themselves (e.g., interests, autonomy, career decisions) while
deciding the type of person they will eventually become (Chickering, 1981). Chickering
preferred the term “vectors” over “stages” because he argued that no definitively
specified timeline existed for students to develop certain areas of their character and
personality (Thomas & Chickering, 1984). Unlike stage theories that are often used to
describe students’ cognitive development (e.g., Perry, 1970, 1981), Chickering (1969)
suggested that movement along the vectors may vary in quantity and quality; thus,
progression does not necessarily occur in a linear stage-like fashion (Lien, 2002). Instead,
students’ development across the seven vectors may appear sporadic as they can work on
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more than one area of their identity at any given time (Schuh, 1989). As Chickering and
Reisser (1993) noted, college “students are notorious for not proceeding through the
institution according to schedule, they rarely fit into oversimplified paths or pigeonholes”
(p. 34). That being said, the sequence in which the vectors are typically presented suggest
that some tasks are likely to be experienced in the earlier stages of higher education and
are better served as building blocks for students’ identity development (Reisser, 1995).
Chickering’s original vectors were based on undergraduate students who attended
Goddard College, a small institution located in rural Vermont, where Chickering also
worked as a psychology professor and coordinator of evaluation from 1959 to 1965
(Jones & Abes, 2013). It was during this time that Chickering conducted achievement
assessments, in-depth interviews, focus groups, personality inventories, and diary studies
that would eventually be published in his seminal text Education and Identity (1969).
Like the majority of college students in the early 1960’s, Chickering’s participants were
primarily a homogenous group of middle- to upper-class Caucasian males who ranged in
age from 18 to 25 (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). The initial purpose of Chickering’s
research was to evaluate the impact of Goddard’s experimental curriculum on student
performance (Thomas & Chickering, 1984); however, his results and subsequent theory
ended up being far more comprehensive and meaningful. As Pascarella and Terenzini
(2005) noted, Chickering’s findings introduced the notion of psychosocial development
to teachers, administrators, researchers and practitioners for arguably the very first time.
Since the formation of Chickering’s (1969) theory, research on students’
psychosocial development has become highly regarded for its applicability in student
affairs, a notion made easier by the specific terms and observable student behaviors
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associated with each vector (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Schuh, 1989). However, as
colleges and universities became increasingly more diverse in the late 20th century, many
researchers began to question whether Chickering’s vectors, and the original sample of
college students from which the theory was based (Lien, 2002), could accurately describe
the psychosocial development of students from diverse backgrounds (see Chickering,
1981, for review of these demographic changes and related criticisms against
homogenous college student research). Thus, Chickering and Reisser (1993) revised the
theory to make the original vectors more applicable to college students of all ages,
ethnicities, and races as they “tried to use language that is gender free and appropriate for
persons of diverse backgrounds” (p. 44). Chickering and Reisser’s seven revised vectors
included: (a) achieving competence, (b) managing emotions, (c) moving through
autonomy toward interdependence, (d) developing mature interpersonal relationships, (e)
establishing identity, (f) developing purpose, and (g) developing integrity. Taken
together, progression on these seven vectors represents “the discovery and refinement of
one’s unique way of being – also toward communion with other individuals and groups
including the larger national and global society” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 35).
Vector one: Achieving competence. Competence stems from the confidence and
ability to achieve one’s goals while overcoming any challenges or obstacles that may
present themselves (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Three specific types of competence are
important in Chickering and Reisser’s first vector: (a) intellectual competence, (b)
physical and manual competence, and (c) interpersonal competence. Intellectual
competence refers to the skills that are needed to acquire knowledge and use one’s mind
(Thomas & Chickering, 1984). It can include understanding content, developing and
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articulating intellectual sophistication, and building a basic set of skills needed to
comprehend, analyze, and synthesize information (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Physical
and manual competence refers to performance related skills that include “athletic and
artistic achievement, designing and making tangible products, and gaining strength,
fitness, and self-discipline” (Chickering & Resisser, 1993, p. 46). Interpersonal
competence is communicative in nature as it refers to the skills needed to listen,
cooperate, and respond to others appropriately, while also achieving personal and/or
group goals in an effective manner (Thomas & Chickering, 1984). Chickering (1969)
suggested that as college students develop their sense of intellectual, physical, and
interpersonal competence they learn to trust their own abilities and become capable of
integrating skills they learn during college into a new self-assured identity. Additionally,
maturation along this first vector is demonstrated by the ability to identify and articulate
future developmental changes (Chickering & Reisser, 1993), thus making the
development of competence a cornerstone of students’ psychosocial development.
Vector two: Managing emotions. As part of the college experience, students are
forced to manage a host of negative emotions including anger, sadness, fear, hurt,
boredom, tension, anxiety, guilt, and shame (Chickering, 1981). Chickering and Reisser
(1993) argued that in order to develop a healthy and resilient identity in college, students
must effectively navigate these emotions by learning “appropriate channels for releasing
irritations before they explode, dealing with fears before they immobilize, and healing
emotional wounds before they infect other relationships” (p. 46). Development of this
second vector is thought to occur when students acquire the ability to control their
emotional impulses while also developing appropriate responses to handle intense
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feelings (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In other words, progression along the second
vector includes increasing awareness and acceptance of one’s own emotional states,
particularly negative emotions which can serve as vital sources of information and selfreflection (Reisser, 1995). Of course, emotional experiences can likewise be positive;
thus, true movement and development along this vector also includes an increased
capacity to experience and understand constructive feelings such as relief, caring,
sympathy, optimism, and wonder (Chickering & Reisser, 1993).
Vector three: Moving through autonomy toward interdependence. College affords
students with multiple opportunities to demonstrate responsibility and self-reliance
(Taub, 1997); thus, a “key developmental step for students is learning to function with
relative self-sufficiency, to take responsibility for pursuing self-chosen goals, and to be
less bound by others’ opinions” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 47). Originally labeled
as “developing autonomy” (Chickering, 1969), the redefinition of this third vector
maintains an emphasis on developing self-sufficiency, while simultaneously stressing the
importance of interdependence (i.e., becoming mutually reliant and responsible in
relationships with peers, friends, and family members), which is instrumental for the
process of identity development (Thomas & Chickering, 1984). In this vector, Chickering
describes both instrumental and emotional independence as part of students’ maturation
and growth. Instrumental independence refers to the freedom and confidence needed to
be mobile and self-sufficient so that one can solve problems in an autonomous manner
(Pahl, 2011). Emotional independence refers to the freedom that one experiences from no
longer requiring continuous reassurance and approval from others (Reisser, 1995). In the
educational context, instrumental and emotional independence equally contribute to
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academic autonomy (Taub, 1997). Academic autonomy refers to a student’s “capacity to
deal with ambiguity and to monitor and control behavior in ways that allow [one] to…
fulfill responsibilities” related to both personal and educational goals (Winston & Miller,
1987, p. 10). Overall, development along the third vector is characterized by the
acknowledgement and achievement of a healthy balance between the need to be
independent and autonomous with the need to belong and fit in with others (Chickering &
Reisser, 1993). As Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) noted, growth along this vector is
most often identified by “interpersonal relations that rest on equality and reciprocity and
that occur in a broader theater involving community and society” (p. 22).
Vector four: Developing mature interpersonal relationships. Students discover a
collection of new friends and acquaintances from various backgrounds while they are in
college and many of these individuals have a profound impact on students’ lives
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). As Reisser (1995) noted, the relationships that students
cultivate during college “provide powerful learning experiences about feelings,
communication, sexuality, self-esteem, values, and others aspects of identity” (p. 508).
Originally conceived as Chickering’s (1969) fifth vector, the revised placement and
conceptualization of this fourth vector recognizes students’ interactions with peers as
communicative influences and learning opportunities that help shape an emerging sense
of identity (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Based on Erikson’s (1963) contention that
healthy and reciprocal relationships are instrumental in the psychosocial development
process, Chickering posited that mature interpersonal relationships are characterized by
two components: (a) tolerance and appreciation of differences and (b) capacity for
intimacy (Chickering, 1969). Progression along this fourth vector is represented by
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individuals participating willingly in relationships that embody friendliness, warmth, and
respectfulness. In other words, maturing relationships reflect an increased level of
openness toward different people, backgrounds, and ideas (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005),
which “at its heart [gives individuals] the ability to respond to people in their own right”
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 48). Development in this vector also includes an
increased capacity for relational commitment as it requires mutual trust and
interdependence with others (Reisser, 1995).
Vector five: Establishing identity. The combination of classes, organizations,
relationships with peers and instructors, and reflective moments and revelations that
students experience during college culminate in a discovery and/or confirmation of
personal identity (Chickering, 1969). Josselson (1987) defined an identity as “a dynamic
fitting together of parts of the personality with the realities of the social world so that a
person has a sense both of internal coherence and meaningful relatedness to the real
world” (pp. 12-13). Chickering and Reisser’s fifth vector is the focal point of
psychosocial development and is shaped by students’ progression in previous vectors and
influences their future development in vectors yet to come (Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005). Based on growing experiences and awareness, development in this vector is
characterized by students accruing what Josselson (1987) called “an amalgamation of
anchor points” (p. 178), which help to define students as individuals (Reisser, 1995).
These points represent students’ acceptance of their own identity and related
characteristics including biological sex (i.e., male or female), gender (i.e., masculine,
feminine, androgynous), sexual orientation (e.g., gay, straight, bisexual), race, and
ethnicity (Thomas & Chickering, 1984). Moreover, identity development includes
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accepting additional characteristics such as physical appearance and body shape,
sexuality and lifestyle decisions, and religious beliefs/affiliations (Jones & Abes, 2013).
In other words, students who have progressed in the fifth vector are able to articulate
“who they are” and “who they are not” as they solidify their sense of self and gain
appreciation of their strengths, weaknesses, and upbringings (Reisser, 1995). As
Chickering and Reisser (1993) illustrated, when individuals successfully establish their
identity, “A solid sense of self emerges, and it becomes more apparent that there is an I
who coordinates the facets of personality, who ‘owns’ the house of self and is
comfortable in all of its rooms” (p. 49).
Vector six: Developing purpose. Development along the first five vectors
generates multiple answers to the question, “Who am I?” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993);
but, as students near the end of their educational experiences, they are forced to consider
an even more complex question, “Who am I going to be?” Chickering’s sixth vector is
characterized by increased intentionality and the formation of priorities which help to
dictate future goals and behavior (Chickering & Braskamp, 2009). After establishing
their identity as individuals, students develop an encompassing purpose for their
existence, which in turn allows them to unify many different goals within the scope of
one larger resolution (Longwell-Grice, 2003). Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) noted,
“Growth [in the sixth vector] requires increasing intentionality – developing plans that
integrate priorities in vocational goals and aspirations, interpersonal interests, and
family…to help guide decision making” (p. 22). In essence, maturation on this vector is
recognized by both inward and outward characteristics. Inwardly, the development of
purpose provides a sense of calling and significance to one’s life, which gives meaning to
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individuals and their recently formed identity (Chickering & Braskamp, 2009).
Outwardly, a valid purpose has many observable consequences; most notably, it
motivates behavior and provides individuals with an internal drive needed to sustain
activities that are related to personal, interpersonal, family, and career interests
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). In other words, progression along this vector occurs on
multiple levels, but is primarily evident through students’ enhanced focus and clearly
directed decision-making (Reisser, 1995).
Vector seven: Developing integrity. Before formally concluding higher education,
many students will develop a personally valid and internally consistent set of beliefs that
dictate, in part, their future decision making (Lien, 2002). The revision of this seventh
and final vector builds on the cognitive and moral development research of Kohlberg
(1972) and Perry (1970, 1981) as it focuses on how students develop and solidify their
enduring values and sense of social responsibility to their peers and community
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). When students enter college, they bring with them an array
of beliefs that influence their perceptions of right and wrong, good and bad, true and false
(Chickering, 1969); the majority of these beliefs are personally unfounded and are often
rooted in the opinions of others (e.g., parents, friends, media). However, as students
develop along Chickering’s final vector and move toward greater integrity, they begin to
define their own values and align their behaviors around their newly established identity
(Reisser, 1995). Advancing toward integrity is also characterized by individuals’
movement toward greater responsibility, which is evident by students’ ability to carefully
apply ethical principles to morally difficulty situations and decisions (Chickering &
Reisser, 1993). As Chickering (1969) noted, not all students will develop along each
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vector, particularly the seventh vector, but those who do tend to become better citizens,
decision-makers, and leaders in their homes, workplaces, and communities.
Chickering (1969) also identified seven strategies (six in his original work) that
universities and administrators could incorporate at an institutional level to encourage
student development along each of the seven vectors (Chickering & Reisser, 1993).
Specifically, Chickering suggested that college and universities should (a) develop clear
institutional objectives with consistent policies and practices in place to achieve them; (b)
restrict their institutional size to encourage opportunities for participation and
collaboration; (c) promote frequent student-faculty relationships among all students in
various settings; (d) orient curricula to encourage student integration in both content and
processes; (e) adopt flexible teaching methods that vary instructional styles to foster an
active student learning environment; (f) cultivate meaningful student communities that
offer students significant interpersonal exchanges with their peers; and (g) incorporate
student development programs and personnel to work collaboratively with faculty.
Moreover, Chickering and Gamson (1987) suggested that instructors could help
foster individual growth along the seven vectors by utilizing effective teaching practices
inside the classroom. Specifically, they suggested that instructors should encourage
frequent contact between themselves and students, develop reciprocity and cooperation
among students themselves, and communicate high expectations to students in order to
encourage development across the vectors (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). Thus, unlike
processes such as cognitive development in which students are primarily responsible for
their own intellectual progression (i.e., with the exception of the occasional nudge by an
instructor; Kloss, 1994), psychosocial development is heavily influenced by outside
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sources including instructors, advisors, classmates, counselors, administrators, friends,
and family who interact with students and the college learning environment (e.g., in the
classroom, on campus, in residential halls) to play an active role in the identity
development process (Chickering, 1974; Chickering & Reisser, 1993).
It would be negligent to review Chickering’s theory and the applications
associated with the vectors without also acknowledging the greatest criticism of the
framework and of identity development theories in general. As Torres, HowardHamilton, and Cooper (2011) noted, “the belief that students’ sense of identity is
developed during the college years is widely accepted; what has not received as much
attention is the influence of race, ethnicity, other social categories, or the interrelationship
of multiple identities on that development during the college years” (p. 14). For decades,
sociocultural issues such as race were largely overlooked within the student development
literature as many researchers and practitioners focused on the overwhelming proportion
of college students at the time: middle-class Caucasians. As Pope (1998) explained, “the
evolution of student development theories of the 1960’s and 1970’s essentially ignored
the development of students of color” (p. 273). This time period, also referred to as the
era of “racelessness in student development theory” (Patton, McEwen, Rendon, &
Howard-Hamilton, 2007, p. 41), slowly came to an end during the 1980’s as researchers
and practitioners began to refine their approaches to address the dramatically changing
demographics of the college student body (Pope, 1998). This shift toward greater
inclusion was heavily influential in the revision of Chickering and Reisser’s (1993)
vectors, yet, criticisms still remain that the theory and its treatment of social identity
largely overlooks the importance of race, sex, gender, ethnicity, and socio-economic
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status as the unintentional consequence of preserving the original foundations of the
framework which were derived from Caucasian students (Torres, Jones, & Renn, 2009).
Although Chickering and Reisser state that “reflecting on one’s family of origin
and ethnic heritage” (p. 49) is part of the identity development process and references are
made to Atkinson, Morten, and Sue’s (1983) minority identity model and Cross’s (1991)
Black racial identity model, Patton et al. (2007) argued that “Chickering and Reisser do
not directly discuss race and racism and how they may influence identity development.
Furthermore, they offer no discussion of how race and racism may intersect with the
seven vectors, even though racial identity theory, research on racial identities, and
research about…racism were available when their revised model was published” (p. 41).
Other critics of the theory have argued that the vectors may not accurately or sufficiently
explain the development of women (e.g., Greeley & Tinsley, 1988; Taub, 1997; Taub &
McEwen, 1992), students of color (e.g., Barker, 2010; Jordan-Cox, 1987; McEwen,
Roper, Bryant, & Langa, 1990; Pope, 1998), or LGBTQ students (e.g., Fassinger, 1998)
because of Chickering’s original sample. Kodama, McEwen, Liang, and Lee (2001)
observed that these criticisms can be summarized into two concerns: (a) the foundations
of the model have remained largely intact despite their origins from a homogenous group
of White middle-class male students, and (b) the vectors fail to take into account the
“nature and effects of an oppressive society” (p. 415). Although Chickering and Reisser
attempted to address these concerns in 1993 by using data and research from a broader
sample, questions still remain as to the applicability of the theory to non-White or
minority students (Patton et al., 2007; Pope, 1998; Torres et al., 2011).
Despite these criticisms, Chickering has maintained his belief that colleges and
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universities have a moral and ethical responsibility to offer a conducive, cooperative, and
creative learning environment in order to foster developmental opportunities for students
of all races, ethnicities, and backgrounds. Specifically, he argued that the primary
function of higher education is to promote student development and “provide
opportunities for close and sustained relationships between students and faculty
members, engage students actively in planning and carrying out their own education, and
involve a solid mix of experimental learning” (Thomas & Chickering, 1984, p. 392).
From students’ first year in college until their formal graduation, the process of identity
development is ongoing and susceptible to a host of institutional and interpersonal
influences ranging from university groups and organizations to one-on-one interactions
with staff and faculty members (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Chickering’s early work
(1969, 1974) emphasized the importance of targeting students’ initial years in college, as
these years were considered particularly influential in the identity development process
(Lien, 2002). However, since the revision of the seven vectors (Chickering & Reisser,
1993), developmental researchers have begun to acknowledge that psychosocial growth
occurs throughout all stages of higher education and greater scholarly attention is needed
to understand how development occurs beyond the undergraduate degree (e.g., Gardner,
2009; Gardner & Mendoza, 2010; Tessmer, 2012). One area that is severely understudied
is graduate student psychosocial development, specifically in doctoral education.
Research on doctoral students’ psychosocial development is needed for three
reasons. First, undergraduate and graduate students are separated by a host of personal,
social, and educational differences that make generalizing findings from one context to
the other problematic (Austin, 2002); thus, despite the overwhelming amount of research
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conducted on undergraduates, it is difficult to speculate how doctoral students develop
along each of Chickering’s vectors and how this growth is perceived in graduate school
(Gardner, 2009). For example, undergraduate and graduate students are burdened with
different social, financial, and academic responsibilities; they relate differently to their
peers, family members and coworkers; and they experience different types of stress and
emotional problems (Hodgson & Simoni, 1995). Moreover, unlike undergraduates,
doctoral students are often elevated to a colleague status as they assume research or
teaching assistant roles, which alters how they are perceived by faculty members (Austin,
2002). Second, the lack of research on doctoral student development inhibits institutions
from providing empirically supported programs and policies that are needed to address
the unique problems associated with the graduate student population (Gardner &
Mendoza, 2010). As previously noted, high attrition rates continue to be an issue for
graduate programs across the country (Lovitts & Nelson, 2000); the application of
student development research has previously been found to increase undergraduate
student retention (Schuh, 1989), and it is likely that such research would also benefit
graduate programs in a similar fashion. Third, the nature of doctoral education promotes
multiple opportunities for advanced psychosocial development that may otherwise be
unobservable in other educational contexts (Tessmer, 2012). As Gardner and Mendoza
(2010) noted, “In doctoral education, in particular, students are not just learning how to
think differently but they are also learning to see themselves differently” (p. 211). These
changes in perception likely influence current psychosocial vectors of development (e.g.,
establishing identity, developing integrity, establishing purpose) and may even extend
Chickering and Reisser’s theory into undiscovered areas of growth and maturation.
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Three possible reasons exist to explain the current lack of doctoral student
development research (Tessmer, 2012). First, despite decades of contrary evidence (e.g.,
Erikson, 1959, 1963), many researchers adhere to the assumption that development
culminates with the completion of an undergraduate degree, leaving students fully
developed by the time they enter graduate school, and especially a doctoral program
(Walker et al., 2008). This assumption is incorrect (Gardner, 2009); many doctoral
students are not psychosocially mature when they begin their graduate program and
initial evidence suggest that students experience significant growth along Chickering’s
vectors as a result of completing their graduate degree (Tessmer, 2012). Second, by
elevating doctoral students to the status of a colleague, researchers ignore the processes
(e.g., development) that are associated with being a graduate student (Katz & Hartnett,
1976). Put differently, scholars have overlooked the personal maturation of doctoral
students because they are frequently regarded as agents of change for undergraduate
student development (i.e., through their responsibilities as a teaching/research assistant);
thus, the actual growth that occurs within a graduate program becomes overshadowed by
the role that doctoral students play in the classroom (Austin, 2002). Third, a lack of
uniformity stemming from the interdisciplinary nature of doctoral education scholarship
and a data gathering process that is significantly more time-consuming than traditional
undergraduate research often coincide to discourage researchers from investigating an
extensive topic such as students’ psychosocial development (Gardner, 2007; Golde &
Walker, 2006; Nettles & Millett, 2006).
At the time of this writing, only one investigation has applied Chickering’s
vectors to explore doctoral students’ psychosocial development in graduate school.
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Tessmer (2012) conducted a qualitative study in which she examined the critical
narratives and accounts that recently graduated doctoral students could recall from their
educational experiences. Specifically, Tessmer explored instances in which four doctoral
students from the field of education felt challenged and supported in their graduate
programs in order to determine if and how psychosocial development occurred during
these critical moments. In short, her findings revealed that psychosocial development is
an important aspect of earning a doctoral degree and is likely present throughout the
entire graduate education process. The small group of doctoral students specifically
reported experiencing growth in the vectors of autonomy, managing emotions, and
developing mature interpersonal relationships (Tessmer, 2012). Although Tessmer
acknowledged that her research remains preliminary and underdeveloped, she concluded
that “the unique nature and structure of the doctoral degree provides students with
opportunities for increased psychosocial development that may not have been
encountered during previous academic experiences” (p. 276). Therefore, in order to
explore doctoral students’ psychosocial development and the resulting effects of such
maturation with greater precision, a brief understanding of the unique contextual factors
found in doctoral education is needed.
Doctoral Education Research
The Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate described doctoral education as “a
complex process of formation,” that includes “not only the development of intellectual
expertise but [also] the growth of the personality, character, habits of heart and mind, and
the role that the given discipline is capable of and meant to play in academe and society
at large” (Walker et al., 2008, p. 8). The first doctoral degree was awarded in the United
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States in 1861 at Yale University (Noble, 1994; Rudolph, 1962). Since this time, doctoral
education has grown exponentially in the United States as the country has become the
global leader with over 400 universities that award doctorate degrees (Zhao, Golde, &
McCormick, 2007). With nearly 48,000 degrees awarded annually (National Science
Foundation, 2010), the United States produces more doctorate degrees than any other
country in the world (Walker et al., 2008). Doctoral students represent nearly 18 percent
of the graduate student population in the U.S., which is equivalent to nearly 500,000
currently enrolled doctoral students (Walker et al., 2008). These students spend an
average of seven years enrolled in their respective programs, with certain variations
occurring by disciplines and types of degrees (Hoffer et al., 2006).
Doctoral students pursue one of three degree types: professional doctorate,
research doctorate, or professional research doctorate (Gardner, 2009). Professional
doctorate degrees are granted in fields such as pharmacology, dentistry, psychology and
medicine. Training and education for these degrees often include clinical experiences
and/or internships and residencies, but do not typically require a research dissertation
(Nettles & Millett, 2006). A research doctorate is an academic degree that is generally
awarded in a specific discipline or area of expertise such as chemistry, history, or
communication studies. The most commonly awarded research doctorate is the doctorate
of philosophy (Ph.D.) which is earned when candidates create original knowledge and
defend their ideas in a dissertation (Golde & Walker, 2006). The professional research
doctorate also tends to include a research component, but most often it is designed
primarily for application in a professional field (e.g., physical therapy, social work,
public administration), rather than a research field. The most frequently earned
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professional research degrees include the doctorate of education (Ed.D.) and the
executive degree (Tessmer, 2012).
Although certain differences exist amongst these various degree types, a doctorate
degree remains the most prestigious indicator of intellect and accomplishment in
formalized education (Lovitts & Nelson, 2000). As Noble (1994) observed, “A doctorate
provides a measure… of an individual’s intellectual weight and academic experience.
This measurement, and the resultant reciprocity it allows, is possible because almost all
doctoral degrees have a similar acquisition process” (p. 3). Thus, despite the fact that
many graduate students have varying experiences that are based upon their discipline and
institution, the majority of doctoral students share several commonalities in regards to
how they acquire their degree (Hoffer et al., 2006). For instance, doctoral students in the
arts, sciences, and humanities spend approximately one to three years engaged in relevant
coursework, up to a year taking comprehensive examinations, and their remaining time
(i.e., one to three years) working on their dissertation research (Zhao et al., 2007). It is
during the latter portion of these experiences that most doctoral students begin to work
closely with a single faculty member, who typically assumes the role of an official
advisor (Gardner, 2009). This individualized collaboration between students and advisors
represents the pinnacle of graduate education and is rooted in the underlying notion of an
apprenticeship model, in which the student is largely dependent upon their advisor for
information, skill development, and guidance (Zhao et al., 2007). The majority of
doctoral students recognize the importance of this relationship toward their future
success; many describe it as the single most important aspect of their educational
experiences (Heiss, 1970; Schlosser, Knox, Moskovitz, & Hill, 2003).
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Doctoral Student-Advisor Relationship: Student Behaviors and Related Outcomes
The student-advisor relationship is critical to the doctoral education process
(Golde, 2005; Lovitts, 2005; Zhao et al., 2007). A successful relationship with an advisor
can help students become socialized into their respective department and discipline
(Myers, 1995; Weiss, 1981), which in turn, helps students to complete their degree in a
timely fashion and allows them to become an active contributor in their academic field
(Lovitts, 2001). Conversely, an unsuccessful student-advisor relationship is a primary
cause of doctoral student attrition (Golde, 2005) and has been shown to negatively predict
the completion and quality of the dissertation (Golde, 2000; McAlpine & Norton, 2006).
Put differently, the quality of the student-advisor relationship not only affects students’
short-term success in graduate school, but it can also have a long-term influence that
extends over an entire academic career (Lunsford, 2012).
The relationship that doctoral students have with their advisor is most often
studied from one of two perspectives (Mansson & Myers, 2012). On one hand, scholars
(e.g., Mansson & Myers, 2013; Tenenbaum, Crosby, & Gliner, 2001; Wrench &
Punyanunt, 2004) have argued that the student-advisor relationship embodies the
qualities of a mentoring relationship, or a “communication relationship in which a senior
person supports, tutors, guides, and facilitates a junior person’s career development”
(Kogler Hill, Bahniuk, & Dobos, 1989, p. 15). On the other hand, researchers (e.g.,
Barker, 2010; Waldeck, Orrego, Plax, & Kearney, 1997; Zhao et al. 2007) have also
suggested that a distinction can be made between the functions of a mentor and that of an
advisor, whose primary responsibility is to provide degree-specific advice such as course
information and graduation requirements. Thus, as Mansson and Myers (2012) noted,

25
“The presence of these two competing conceptualizations of the advisor-advisee
relationship [suggest] it is possible that some graduate advisors are not mentors” (p. 310).
That being said, Waldeck et al. (1997) discovered that the most commonly reported
mentor for graduate students was indeed their academic advisor; and more recently,
Lunsford (2012) found that over 60% of doctoral students considered their advisor to be a
mentor. Thus, research on mentoring relationships may be a useful framework for
understanding the complexities of the doctoral student-advisor relationship.
According to Kram (1985), mentoring relationships serve two functions: first,
mentors serve a vocational purpose as they encourage their protégé’s professional
development by sharing career-relevant information; and second, mentors serve a
psychosocial purpose as they promote their protégé’s personal growth by offering
guidance and emotional support (Chao, 1998). Vocational or career mentoring includes
behaviors such as coaching, advice giving, and sponsorship, whereas psychosocial
mentoring focuses on behaviors such as counseling, role modeling, and providing
friendship (Lunsford, 2012). In the educational context, advisors fulfill similar
responsibilities for their doctoral students. Like mentors, advisors contribute to students’
academic and psychosocial development by helping them to learn their respective content
area and understand the professional codes associated with their discipline (Erdem &
Omuris, 2014). Moreover, many advisors assume a mentor-like role in the socialization
process of doctoral students as they help to integrate their less experienced protégés into
the academy (Erdem & Ozen, 2003; Myers, 1995). As Bair, Haworth, and Sandfort
(2004) noted, advisors are “the key advocates for doctoral students because they act on
behalf of their institutions, departments, and programs and often have responsibility for

26
the development of the whole student” (p. 710).
Bair and colleagues (2004) conducted interviews with 148 individuals that
included graduate faculty members, administrators, graduate alumni, and current doctoral
students in order to understand how advisors influence doctoral students’ personal and
career development. Their findings revealed that faculty members are perceived as
fulfilling four general responsibilities that directly and indirectly contribute to doctoral
students’ development: (a) scholarly activity and research productivity (i.e., sharing
expertise and knowledge in ways that help students understand the benefit of
scholarship), (b) advising and mentoring (i.e., promoting students’ professional
development while encouraging their timely progression through their doctoral program),
(c) student selection and retention (i.e., choosing to work only with students who share
similar research and professional interests in order to help see students through to
graduation), and (d) defining and shaping the culture of the program (i.e., perpetuating a
culture that motivates students to succeed and that offers multiple opportunities for
personal and professional growth). These findings demonstrate that advisors serve both
vocational and psychosocial roles; however, Waldeck et al. (1997) found that graduate
students primarily derive psychosocial outcomes (e.g., social support), more than
vocational outcomes (e.g., skill development) from their advisor relationship.
Regardless, the student-advisor relationship generates a host benefits for doctoral
students (Golde, 2005). At the same time, the relationship can be time-demanding and
costly for an advisor (Knox, Schlosser, Pruitt, & Hill, 2006). Due to these one-sided
benefits and the hierarchical differences found within the relationship, the responsibility
of initiating and preserving the relationship falls almost exclusively on the students
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(Hawkins, 1991). Specifically, many doctoral students are expected to engage in certain
behaviors in order to maintain the desired status of the relationship (Mansson, 2011).
Relational Maintenance
For decades, communication scholars (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Canary & Stafford,
1994; Stafford, Dainton, & Haas, 2000) have explored the various ways in which
individuals preserve their interpersonal relationships through what has become known as
relational maintenance. According to Dindia and Canary (1993), relational maintenance
can be defined in four ways: (a) behaviors used to keep a relationship in existence (i.e.,
avoiding relational termination), (b) behaviors used to keep a relationship in a specified
condition (i.e., preserving the nature of the relationship itself), (c) behaviors used to keep
a relationship in a satisfactory state (i.e., maintaining a positive relationship), and (d)
behaviors used to keep a relationship in repair (i.e., negotiating through relational
turbulence). In essence, then, relational maintenance behaviors are the communicative
messages used to achieve these goals and the related processes of “defining an
interpersonal relationship, establishing its parameters, managing its tensions, and dealing
with threats to its integrity and endurance” (Burleson, Metts, & Kirch, 2000, p. 245).
The behaviors that individuals use to maintain their interpersonal relationships
can be strategic or routine (Duck, 1988). Strategic relational maintenance refers to
“conscious and intentional behavior enacted by partners to maintain a relationship”
(Dindia, 2003, p. 16). Routine relational maintenance refers to behavior that is “not used
intentionally for maintenance purposes (i.e., not performed with the express goal of
maintaining the relationship, but, rather, for some other purpose)” and that “takes place at
a lower level of consciousness” (Dainton & Aylor, 2002, p. 53). Strategic behaviors are
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enacted with a mindful intent of improving or preserving a relationship, whereas routine
behaviors often serve mundane day-to-day purposes, but still manage to foster relational
maintenance “in the manner of a by-product” (Stafford et al., 2000, p. 307). It should be
noted, however, that in the maintenance literature, strategic and routine behaviors are not
necessarily viewed as mutually exclusive. Dindia (2000) noted that three possible
relationships exist between strategic and routine relational maintenance. First, certain
behaviors may be used strategically and routinely by the same individual depending on
the occasion; second, certain behaviors may be primarily enacted strategically by some
individuals, and routinely by others; and third, certain behaviors may be used
strategically at the beginning of relationships, but are routinized over time.
Previous researchers have developed numerous typologies to identify the wide
range of strategic and routine maintenance behaviors that individuals incorporate into
their interpersonal relationships (e.g., Ayres, 1983; Canary, Stafford, Hause, & Wallace,
1993; Dindia & Baxter, 1987). For instance, Stafford and Canary (1991) identified five
behaviors that individuals use to preserve their romantic relationships: positivity,
openness, assurances, networks, and tasks. Positivity refers to communicating in a
cheerful and optimistic manner. Openness involves discussing the nature of the
relationship in a direct and overt fashion. Assurances refer to demonstrating faithfulness,
expressing commitment, and showing a willingness to remain in the relationship.
Networks involve spending time with common friends and familial groups. Tasks refer to
sharing everyday responsibilities such as household chores. Although these five
behaviors (i.e., positivity, openness, assurances, networks, tasks) were originally
discovered in the romantic context, they are also used in family relationships (e.g.,
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Serewicz, Dickson, Morrison, & Poole, 2007) and long-distance friendships (e.g.,
Johnson, 2001). Additional behaviors such as social support (i.e., providing comfort,
instrumental advice, and emotional care) and spending time together (i.e., mutually
participating in shared activities) have also been shown to maintain relationships such as
cross-sex and same-sex friendships (Dainton, Zelley & Langan, 2003; Guerrero &
Chavez, 2005; Messman, Canary & Hause, 2000). Moreover, in regard to maintaining
platonic friendships, Canary et al. (1993) found that humor, social networks, and
letters/cards/phone calls were all important behaviors.
Individuals also use negative behaviors to maintain their interpersonal
relationships (Dainton & Gross, 2008). For example, avoidance (i.e., evading certain
people or conversational topics), indirectness (i.e., communicating in a roundabout
manner), and spying (i.e., seeking information about a partner) have previously been
identified as antisocial forms of relational maintenance (Dainton & Stafford, 1993;
Dindia & Baxter, 1987; Messman et al., 2000). Burleson and Samter (1994) also
observed that conflict, and the way in which individuals’ manage it within their romantic
and platonic relationships, serves as a vital maintenance behavior in both romantic and
platonic relationships. Although negative relational maintenance behaviors are used less
frequently than prosocial behaviors, Goodboy, Myers, and Members of Investigating
Communication (2010) noted, “The use of negative relational maintenance behaviors
may be one way in which relational partners are able to keep a relationship in
existence…albeit through questionable interpersonal behavior (p. 67). Thus, individuals
have a host of prosocial and antisocial maintenance behaviors to choose from across their
various interpersonal relationships; however, the behaviors that individuals actually select
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and use are largely dependent upon the type of relationship being maintained and the
context through which it occurs (Dainton, 2003).
One context in which relational maintenance strategies are inherently complex is
the organizational setting (Ayres, 1983). Similar to the context of graduate education
programs, Waldron (2003) summarized the unique constraints that influence individuals’
relational maintenance behaviors in the workplace. Specifically, he noted, “At work,
relational maintenance efforts must take into account differences in power, the blending
of work and personal relationships, task and role requirements, potential career
implications, and third-party perceptions” (p. 163). For these reasons, the supervisorsubordinate relationship has been a particular subject of interest for relational
maintenance and organizational scholarship (Ayres, 1983; Tepper, 1995; Waldron, 1991).
Three conclusions can be drawn from previous research on relational maintenance
in supervisor-subordinate relationships (Waldron, 2003). The first conclusion is that
organizational subordinates assume the primary role of maintaining the relationship they
have with their supervisor. For instance, Waldron and Hunt (1992) noted that due to their
position within the organizational hierarchy, subordinates are expected to initiate,
cultivate, and maintain an effective working relationship with their supervisor, even if the
supervisor is unable or unwilling to reciprocate such efforts. The second conclusion is
that subordinates use a host of maintenance behaviors based on their own personal
characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy) and the relationship status they have with their
supervisor (Lee & Jablin, 1995). For example, using a leader-member exchange
perspective, Waldron (1991) found that subordinates in high quality supervisor
relationships were more likely to use upward maintenance behaviors (e.g., accepting
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criticisms, following organizational rules, offering personal compliments) that preserved
relational stability and increased the capacity for relational growth than subordinates who
were in low quality supervisor relationships. The third conclusion is that subordinates’
maintenance behaviors are associated positively with various organizational and
relational outcomes, including supervisor-subordinate relational satisfaction (Waldron,
2003). As Lee (1998) summarized, relationship qualities such as satisfaction “affect the
kinds of feedback (i.e., communication strategies) subordinates employ when attempting
to maintain the steady state of their work relationships with their superiors (pp. 184-185).
Similar to the supervisor-subordinate relationship, the doctoral student-advisor
relationship has unique characteristics that affect how individuals utilize relational
maintenance behaviors. Most notably, the student-advisor dynamic is also characterized
by an obvious power difference that is uncommon in most interpersonal relationships
(Mason, 2002). This power difference implies that students, more so than advisors,
assume responsibility for maintaining the relationship (Foss & Foss, 2008). Kalbfleisch
(2002) suggested that this assumed responsibility is because protégés (i.e., students) have
significantly more to lose than mentors (i.e., advisors) have to gain from the relationship.
Having also noted this, Mansson (2011) explored the relational maintenance behaviors
that doctoral advisees use to preserve their relationship with their academic advisor. His
findings revealed that advisees engage in six types of relational maintenance behaviors:
(a) appreciation (i.e., expressions of gratitude about the relationships), (b) tasks (i.e.,
efforts to complete requests and responsibilities in a timely manner), (c) protection (i.e.,
attempts to maintain a positive image of the advisor), (d) courtesy (i.e., efforts to be
polite and respectful), (e) humor (i.e., expressions of laughter or humor with the advisor),
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and (f) goals (i.e., attempts to consult the advisor about future career plans). Mansson
also discovered that advisees’ use of maintenance behaviors was correlated positively
with their perceptions and their advisor’s perceptions of mentoring support. However,
advisees’ relational maintenance behaviors were not related to students’ biological sex or
the duration of the student-advisor relationship (Mansson & Myers, 2012).
In a similar study, Cavendish (2007) used the Mentoring Relational Process
Model to examine relational maintenance behaviors and perceptions of career and
psychosocial support in the doctoral student-advisor relationship. Her findings revealed
that students’ use of relational maintenance behaviors positively predicted the amount of
support that was given from advisors. Specifically, Cavendish found that doctoral
students’ assurances (i.e., affirming their advisors and expressing their continued
willingness to work with them) and advice-seeking behaviors (i.e., eliciting counsel and
seeking suggestions from their advisors) were related to an increase in advisors’
psychosocial support. Moreover, students’ maintenance behaviors and perceptions of
advisor support predicted important outcomes such as research self-efficacy and
relational satisfaction. These findings, in conjunction with Mansson and Myers (2012),
suggest that students’ maintenance behaviors are a critical component of a successful
student-advisor relationship. However, not all student-advisor relationships are positive,
and even the successful ones experience negative moments in the relationship (AdrianTaylor et al., 2007). Similarly, while the majority of relational maintenance behaviors are
considered to have a positive valence (Dainton, 2003), the extent to which individuals
manage their conflict with others is considered a unique maintenance strategy that is
found in most functional relationships (Stafford et al., 2000).
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Conflict
Conflict is a prevalent phenomenon in the student-advisor relationship (AdrianTaylor et al. 2007; Holligan, 2005; Knox et al., 2006). Although numerous
conceptualizations exist (see Roloff & Soule, 2002, for review), Putnam and Poole
(1987) defined conflict as “the interaction of interdependent people who perceive
opposition of goals, aims, and values, and who see the other party as potentially
interfering with the realization of these goals” (p. 552). There are multiple reasons why
doctoral students and advisors engage in conflict. One reason is because the relationship
itself serves multiple functions in which the advisor assumes the responsibility of a
mentor, while simultaneously taking on the responsibility of an evaluator, whose primary
purpose is to critically assess the student’s work in order to ensure its quality (Mainhard,
van der Rijst, van Tartwijk, & Wubbels, 2009). White and Nonnamaker (2011) identified
additional roles of an advisor that included manager, teacher, supervisor, and friend,
which they argued were inevitability incompatible at times. As Hockey (1996) observed,
“the significance of the relationship stems from its duality; the co-existence of intimacy,
care and personal commitment on the one hand, and commitment to specific academic
goals on the other” (p. 363). This duality creates a noticeable tension that is caused by
competing demands, which in turn, fosters conflict between the student and advisor as
both individuals negotiate the unique dynamics associated with the relationship
(Holligan, 2005).
Student-advisor conflict is also attributable to the substantial power difference
that is found in the relationship as well as personality concerns that are exuberated by the
graduate education environment (Knox et al., 2006). As previously noted, graduate
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students are characterized as being powerless in the academic system, specifically when
it comes to negotiating relationships with faculty members (Mason, 2002). Although this
power differential is rooted in the transmission of knowledge and resources from mentor
to protégé, it does create certain complications in the relationship that are manifested in
conflict negotiation. As social psychologists have noted, “High-power individuals are less
outcome dependent on others… and, therefore, less motivated to attend to the actions and
attitudes of others than are less powerful individuals, who must carefully attend to others
to negotiate relations within a more precarious social environment” (Keltner & Robinson,
1997, p. 1067). Thus, the power difference between students and advisors is often a
source of interpersonal conflict as well as a factor that influences how it is managed.
Similarly, the nature of the student-advisor relationship fosters opportunities for
personality differences to become problematic and conflictual (Mainhard et al., 2009).
For instance, Mason (2002) noted that relationships in graduate education foster
opportunities for incivilities, or instances in which advisors and students are disrespectful
or rude toward each other, which naturally increases the opportunity for conflict. When
exposed to stressful stimuli (e.g., preparing for comprehensive examinations), a graduate
student may demonstrate uncivil behaviors toward their advisor that include not
respecting their advisor’s time, not maintaining personal responsibilities, and potentially
even violence toward or around the advisor (c.f., Hall, 1998). Advisors themselves may
also promote conflict by engaging in incivilities such as demonstrating arrogance,
abusing their power, engaging in controlling behavior, or violating academic publication
traditions (Mason, 2002). Additional factors such as an absence of feedback, perceived
lack of time or resources, and excessive control on the faculty member’s behalf can also
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serve as potential sources of conflict in the student-advisor relationship (Chiste, 1997).
Conflict is espcecially high between students and advisors during the dissertation
process (Brause, 2012). Green and Kluever (1997) noted that student-advisor conflict
serves as a primary barrier to finishing the dissertation and completing the doctoral
degree; relatedly, Tinto (1993) noted that “persistence at this stage [i.e., through the
dissertation] may be highly idiosyncratic in that in may hinge largely if not entirely upon
the behavior of a specific faculty member” (p. 237). Specifically, advisors are expected to
assist students in selecting a manageable and worthwhile topic, establishing a realistic
time line for completion, and completing their expected responsibilities in the reasonable
amount of time that was allotted (Katz, 1997). Conflict, however, arises when advisors
and students disagree about the formation, construction, implementation, and/or
interpretation of these behaviors, evaluation standards, or the specific direction of the
dissertation (Brause, 2012). If left unmanaged, this conflict may leave students feeling
“lost, surrounded in ambiguity, and directionless” (Gardner, 2009, p. 100)
It should be noted, however, that “the presence of conflict itself does not
distinguish between good and difficult advising relationships; rather, the negotiation of
conflict or power between advisors and advisees appear to be a more salient
differentiating feature between these types of relationships” (Knox et al., 2006, p. 15). In
other words, the mere existence of conflict does not discriminate unsuccessful and
successful relationships in graduate school; instead, the manner in which conflict is dealt
with appears to determine the quality of the student-advisor partnership (Adrian-Taylor et
al., 2007). Interpersonal communication scholars have an extensive history of examining
the various ways that individuals approach and manage conflict in their relationships
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(e.g., Canary & Spitzberg, 1987; Lakey & Canary, 2002; Sillars, 1980). One conclusion
from this rather elaborate body of research is that communication plays a central role in
the conflict management process (Putnam, 2006).
Conflicts are formed, structured, and enacted through communication (Cupach,
Canary, & Spitzberg, 2010). The most commonly studied communicative behaviors in
conflict research are tactics, which are the specific actions that individuals use to
approach and manage conflict in their interpersonal relationships (Canary & Spitzberg,
1989). Although a broad range of conflict tactics are thought to exist, numerous attempts
have been made to synthesize this research and examine how individual tactics group
together to form coherent game plans, or strategies for managing conflict (e.g., Canary &
Cupach, 1988; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Sillars, Coletti, Parry, & Rogers, 1982). Conflict
strategies, then, refer to groups of specific tactics which function together to represent an
individual’s general orientation and approach toward conflict (Cupach et al., 2010). Three
strategies have historically been used to embody the majority of tactics that individuals
employ during conflict: integrative, distributive, and avoidance (Sillars, 1980).
Integrative strategies are comprised of cooperative conflict tactics that promote
shared relational objectives by working with relational partners, rather than against them
(Lakey & Canary, 2002). In other words, individuals who adopt integrative strategies
take an active approach to resolving conflict, and do so by seeking creative and mutually
acceptable solutions that are beneficial to both parties (Sillars, 1980). Specific tactics that
are included within integrative strategies include active listening, social support, and
seeking and disclosing honest information (Cupach et al., 2010). In most situations,
researchers have concluded that integrative strategies are the most appropriate and
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effective approaches to conflict as they are related positively to relational outcomes such
as communication satisfaction (Canary & Spitzberg, 1987; Spitzberg, Canary, & Cupach,
1994).
Distributive strategies include competitive conflict tactics that focus on personal,
rather than relational, goals and are rooted in the belief “that one can gain or win only at
the expense of another person” (Cupach et al., 2010, p. 51). Individuals who use
distributive strategies are often perceived as contemptuous and uncaring as they tend to
use adverse, and often hurtful, messages to emphasize a high concern for self and a low
concern for others (Bevan, 2013). Specific tactics that are associated with distributive
strategies include personal criticisms, put-downs, hostility, ridicule, threats, and coercion
(Sillars et al., 1982). It is unsurprising, then, that distributive conflict strategies are most
often perceived as inappropriate and ineffective (Canary & Spitzberg, 1990).
Avoidance strategies are comprised of tactics that individuals use to avoid
discussion of conflict, primarily to evade or minimize negative reactions from a relational
partner (Sillars, 1980). Individuals who use avoidance strategies discard the presence of
conflict altogether by using behaviors that shift the focus of an interaction away from a
conflict inducing topic (Sillars et al., 1982). Unlike integrative and distributive strategies,
avoidance strategies are not inherently positive or negative, nor can they necessarily be
classified as cooperative or competitive; instead, the perceptions of avoidant approaches
are largely dependent on the manner and context in which they are performed (Cupach et
al., 2010). Specific conflict tactics that are associated with avoidance strategies include
denying that a conflict exists, intentionally changing the subject, and withholding
complaints or reservations about a potentially conflictual topic (Sillars, 1980).
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Together, the use of integrative, distributive, and avoidance strategies has been
associated with numerous proximal (i.e., short-term) and distal (i.e., long-term)
consequences in interpersonal relationships (e.g., Canary & Spitzberg, 1990; Lakey &
Canary, 2002; Spitzberg et al., 1994). Cupach et al. (2010) identified numerous proximal
outcomes of conflict that included attributions, emotions, perceived competence,
communication satisfaction, face threat, and physical health; additionally, the authors
identified multiple distal outcomes that included relational satisfaction, relational
stability, and relational termination. After reviewing the extensive body of research on
these various consequences, two conclusions can be made about the outcomes associated
with conflict strategies. The first conclusion is that conflict strategies and many of the
aforementioned consequences are reciprocal in nature; in other words, the conflict
strategies that individuals use with a relational partner influence their own proximal and
distal outcomes, as well as their partner’s proximal and distal outcomes, which in turn
influences future use of integrative, distributive, and avoidance strategies (Lakey &
Canary, 2002). As Bevan (2013) noted, the unique nature of these outcomes “places a
premium on examining dyadic perceptions of goals and conflict messages” (p. 774).
The second conclusion is that integrative conflict strategies are consistently
related to positive consequences, whereas distributive and avoidance strategies are
typically related to negative consequences (Cupach et al., 2010). For example, integrative
strategies are associated positively with perceived communication competence (Canary &
Spitzberg, 1987), communication satisfaction (Canary & Cupach, 1988), and perceived
conflict resolvability (Bevan, 2013). Conversely, distributive and to a lesser extent
avoidance strategies are associated negatively with internal conflict attributions (Sillars,
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1980), relational satisfaction (Canary & Spitzberg, 1989), and health outcomes such as
blood pressure and heart rate (Kiecolt-Glaser et al., 1993). These effects are typically
stable across contexts (see Putnam, 2006); thus, it is likely that similar findings exist
within various types of relationships including the doctoral student-advisor relationship.
To date, researchers have not yet examined the extent to which doctoral students
specifically use integrative, distributive, or avoidance strategies to handle conflict with
their advisor. Nonetheless, similar to other interpersonal relationships, evidence has
emerged to suggest that integrative strategies are the most effective approach for dealing
with conflict in the student-advisor relationship (Adrian-Taylor et al., 2007). Schlosser et
al. (2003) found that advisees were more likely to be satisfied when they openly and
honestly addressed conflict with their advisor. Moreover, Knox and colleagues (2006)
found similar findings from advisors’ perspectives, prompting them to conclude that
“openly addressing conflict… appears to be an important variable for both advisees and
advisors, and avoidance of such conflict may be associated with poorer advising
relationships” (p. 19). Thus, along with relational maintenance behaviors that are used to
preserve the student-advisor relationship, the conflict strategies that students use appear
to be important predictors of both relational and personal outcomes.
Relational and Communication Satisfaction
One of the most frequently studied relational outcome variables across social
contexts is satisfaction (Stafford, 2003). Two types of satisfaction are important in the
student-advisor dyad: relational satisfaction and communication satisfaction. Relational
satisfaction refers to the extent to which individuals are pleased or displeased with their
interpersonal relationships (Vangelisti, 2002). Communication satisfaction refers to the
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extent to which individuals accomplish their communication goals and expectations
through conversations and other interpersonal interactions (Hecht, 1978). For decades,
scholars have shown that communication behaviors, relational satisfaction, and
communication satisfaction are related strongly with each other (e.g., Cupach, 1982;
Guerrero, 1994; Meeks, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1998; Stafford et al., 2000). Notably,
researchers have found that relational satisfaction is predicted by both conflict strategies
(e.g., Stafford & Canary, 1991) and relational maintenance behaviors (e.g., Dainton,
2003). More specifically, integrative conflict strategies, along with the maintenance
behaviors of positivity and openness tend to generate positive perceptions of relationships
and the communication that occurs within them (Canary & Cupach, 1988; Dainton,
Stafford, & Canary, 1994). In addition to conflict strategies and maintenance behaviors,
individuals’ perceptions of relational and communication satisfaction also appear to be
influenced by their partners’ attitudes, values, and beliefs (e.g., Burleson, Kunkel, &
Birch, 1994).
Research on relational satisfaction has primarily been conducted on heterosexual
romantic relationships (e.g., Burleson & Denton, 1997; Kelley & Burgoon, 1991; Meeks
et al., 1998). As Vangelisti (2002) noted, “the underlying assumption [of this research]
has been that if partners are happy, their relationship is likely to remain intact, and if they
are unhappy, their relationship may come apart” (p. 667). In essence, then, satisfaction
not only serves as the primary outcome variable of interpersonal communication research
(Knapp, Daly, Albada, & Miller, 2002), it has also become an important predictor
variable of additional outcomes such as relational dissolution and divorce (Bradbury,
Fincham, & Beach, 2000). Similarly, relational satisfaction serves as a strong indicator of
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relationship length and perceived success (Anderson & Emmers-Sommer, 2006).
Whether as an independent or criterion variable, Guerrero (1994) noted that relational
satisfaction can be examined as both an individual and dyadic construct.
Research on communication satisfaction originated when scholars began
exploring the outcomes of specific interactions between relational partners (e.g., Cupach,
1982; Hecht, 1978; Hecht & Sereno, 1985). Specifically, communication satisfaction has
primarily been examined as a criterion variable that is positively affected by
communication competence, conversational effectiveness, and conversational
appropriateness (Spitzberg, 1991). Studied throughout a variety of social and professional
contexts (c.f., Goodboy, Martin, & Bolkan, 2009, Lamude, Daniels, & Graham, 1988;
Ley, 1988), communication satisfaction been labeled as the primary indicator of effective
communication and is essential for healthy interpersonal relationships (Spitzberg &
Hecht, 1984). In fact, communication satisfaction and relational satisfaction are strongly
interrelated constructs, as “relational satisfaction is essentially the outcome of
experiences of satisfaction with communication in a relationship” (Hecht & Sereno,
1985, p. 141).
It is unsurprising, then, that communication and relational satisfaction are
commonly studied variables in the student-advisor relationship (e.g., Mansson, 2011;
Waldeck et al., 1997; Zhao et al., 2007). Waldeck et al. (1997) found that perceived
mentoring was related positively to graduate students’ relational satisfaction. Cavendish
(2007) extended these findings as she discovered that receiving both career and
psychosocial support uniquely predicted students’ satisfaction with their advisor.
Mansson (2011) found that doctoral students also play an active role in determining the
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perceived satisfaction of the student-advisor relationship through their own relational
maintenance behaviors (i.e., by engaging in courtesy and appreciation). From their
qualitative data, Knox et al. (2006) concluded that they ways in which students handle
conflict (i.e., strategies) appear to influence advisors’ communication and relational
satisfaction. Two conclusions can be drawn from these findings and related research on
student-advisor satisfaction. First, like other interpersonal relationships, these results
demonstrate that both students and advisors actively contribute to the perceived
satisfaction of each other through specific communication behaviors (Mansson, 2011).
Second, and perhaps more importantly, doctoral student-advisor communication
satisfaction and relational satisfaction extend beyond that of single outcome variables, as
they are capable of influencing a variety of other constructs in the graduate education
environment (Golde, 2005). As Cavendish (2007) noted, “satisfaction is an especially
salient outcome of a successful mentoring process because it may influence both overall
satisfaction with graduate school, as well as [student] attrition and persistence” (p. 27).
Student Attrition
Student attrition refers to the premature departure of students prior to acquiring
their targeted degree (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). As noted in the introduction,
attrition remains one of the most significant problems facing graduate education (Bowen
& Rudenstine, 1992). Nearly 50% of students who enter traditional doctoral programs do
not graduate with their degree (Gardner, 2009; Smallwood, 2004; Terrell, Snyder, &
Dringus, 2009). Similarly, an additional concern has been the time it takes doctoral
students to complete their degree requirements, with many students taking up to seven or
eight years to finish (Noble, 1994). To understand these attrition-related issues,
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educational researchers have often examined two specific variables: student persistence
and perceived time to degree (Renn & Reason, 2012). Student persistence refers to the
progressive reenrollment in higher education, whether continuous from one term to the
next or interrupted and then resumed (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Perceived time to
degree refers to “the perception of a graduate student as to the progress that he or she is
making toward a degree” (Cavendish, 2007, p. 47). Put differently, persistence includes
students’ willingness to continue their education, whereas perceived time to degree
includes students’ efficiency in school and their projected graduation status.
Researchers have uncovered numerous reasons why doctoral students do not
complete their degree. Lovitts (2001) found that the majority of students who leave their
doctoral program do so for reasons related to academic failure, social isolation, loss of
interest and/or satisfaction, and interpersonal disputes with faculty and colleagues.
Specifically, many students fail to overcome the significant milestones associated with
earning a doctoral degree (Cavendish, 2007); these challenges include completing
rigorous coursework, passing comprehensive exams, and defending original dissertation
research (Gardner, 2009). Financial problems and relationship concerns outside of
academia (e.g., family, friends, romantic others) have also been identified as reasons for
doctoral student withdrawal (Golde, 2000; Lunsford, 2012; Lovitts & Nelson, 2000).
Most importantly, though, many students’ decide to leave their doctoral program because
of an unsatisfactory relationship with their advisor (Golde, 2005). As Bair and Haworth
(2005) concluded from their meta-synthesis of doctoral student attrition research, “The
single most frequently occurring finding…[is] that successful degree completion is
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related to the degree and quality of contact between a doctoral student and her or his
advisor(s)” (p. 495).
Regardless of the reason, attrition in graduate school is problematic for both
students and universities. From a student perspective, attrition can have “immeasurable”
effects on individuals as it is often internalized as a personal and career failure (Gardner,
2007, p. 724). Along with the decision to leave behind their work, colleagues, and
friends, students who quit their doctoral program are also forced to abandon a deeply held
professional image of themselves that was built over several years of previous academic
success and progression (Vekkaila, Pyhältö, & Lonka, 2013). Doctoral students who
leave without a degree also face severe employment constraints, as they are often
perceived as overqualified for blue-collar jobs in the labor market, but underqualified for
permanent positions in higher education (Lovitts & Nelson, 2000). Thus, the effects of
departing a graduate program early can influence individuals for a considerable period of
time (Golde, 2000).
From a university/department perspective, student attrition is extremely expensive
(Gardner, 2009). For example, the University of Notre Dame found that it could save
over a million dollars a year if their doctoral student attrition rates were to decline merely
10 percent (Smallwood, 2004). Relatedly, Berelson (1960) noted, “If graduate schools of
the country would solve this problem of attrition…we could raise substantially the output
of the graduate schools without increasing enrollment or additional expenditures for
faculty and facilities” (p. 160). That being said, attrition is not the only problem facing
doctoral programs as persistence alone is not fully indicative of success in graduate
school (Gardner, 2009).
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Doctoral Student Success Variables
A variety of criteria and indices exist to evaluate the effectiveness of doctoral
programs and the graduates in which they produce (Barnett, Danowski, Feeley, &
Stalker, 2010). According to the Council of Graduate Schools (1990), by the time of
degree completion, successful students should be (a) prepared for a career in academia,
(b) equipped with the self-efficacy to conduct research, and (c) capable of maintaining a
productive line of scholarship in their respective content area. Put differently, the quality
of graduate students’ work and their success at the doctoral level is represented by
students’ academic preparedness and their research self-efficacy and productivity.
Academic Preparedness and Quality of Work
One of the primary responsibilities of doctoral programs is to prepare future
faculty members and socialize them into a life of academia (Gaff, 2002). By the time of
graduation, successful doctoral students are expected to demonstrate a set of core
competencies and skills that reflect a level of academic preparedness. Academic
preparedness generally refers to the extent to which doctoral students are ready to
assume the multiple responsibilities expected of faculty members including teaching,
research, and service (Golde, 2004). In the doctoral education literature, the concept of
academic preparedness has also been discussed using terms such as future faculty
preparation, professionalization, career preparation, and professional development (e.g.,
Antony, 2002; Austin, 2003; Austin & McDaniels, 2006; Jones, Davis, & Price, 2004).
However, for the sake of clarity, this dissertation will rely on the term “academic
preparedness” to refer to doctoral students’ readiness to undertake an academic career.
Academic preparedness is an important construct for three reasons. First,
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academic preparedness encapsulates a series of criteria for evaluating doctoral students’
ability to join the society of academia and contribute to its ongoing search of original
knowledge for the betterment of humanity (O’Meara & Jaeger, 2006). As Walker et al.
(2008) noted, doctoral students who are prepared for a life in academia should be
“capable of generating and critically evaluating new knowledge; of conserving the most
important ideas and findings that are a legacy of past and current work; and of
understanding how knowledge is transforming the world in which we live” (Walker et al.,
2008, p. 12). Second, academic preparedness has historically been one of the most
significant outcome variables for doctoral students and is critical for assessing the
successfulness of graduate education programs (Golde, 2004). Many doctoral students are
expected to be ready for an academic career by the time they acquire their degree (even if
they pursue a profession outside of academia), or else failure is often presumed on the
part of the student, the program, or both. Third, academic preparedness is also one way in
which graduate faculty members, and more specifically advisors, are appraised and held
accountable for their own professional responsibilities. As Austin (2002) explained, “one
of the long-lasting contributions of most current faculty members lies in preparing highly
capable, innovative new colleagues for the challenges they will face” (p. 118).
Doctoral students who are academically prepared are knowledgeable “about the
nature of the academic career as well as the language, research, and teaching skills
associated within a particular domain or discipline” (Baker & Pifer, 2011, p. 5). More
specifically, Austin and McDaniels (2006) explained that being prepared for an academic
career entails (a) developing an understanding of the higher education mission, (b)
solidifying a professional identity as a researcher, teacher, and academic, and (c)
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cultivating an appreciation for learning and scholarship in its many forms and facets.
These characteristics are also reflective of the day-to-day responsibilities that new faculty
members are expected to undertake such as teaching undergraduate students and
conducting original research both independently and collaboratively with colleagues
(Golde, 2004). Moreover, doctoral students and/or new faculty members who are
academically prepared are equipped to handle other professional responsibilities such as
serving on various committees, advising undergraduate students, developing curriculum,
and engaging in public service and outreach (Austin, 2002).
From a slightly different perspective, Daresh and Playko (1995) suggested that
doctoral students are prepared for a career in academia when they are able to answer
three questions: (a) What do I do with the skills that I have developed?; (b) What is my
professional image and how am I supposed to behave in my academic field?; and (c)
What do I look like to other professionals as I perform my new responsibilities? These
questions are based on the assumption that faculty members learn as much about
themselves, as they do their about their academic field, during their doctoral student years
of study (Austin & McDaniels, 2006). Put differently, many doctoral students are
perceived to be academically prepared when their professional image merges with their
personal image to form one coherent identity. As Antony (2002) noted, it is during their
time in graduate school that many future faculty members “explore aspects of themselves
and ideas about the[ir] career…that go beyond their own original conceptions” and
although these new viewpoints may be uncomfortable at times, “it is clear that through a
reconciliation of these newer ideas and, eventually, an adoption or integration of these
ideas, that an individual becomes socialized into a field” (p. 366).
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Of course, any discussion of doctoral students’ academic preparation should
acknowledge the importance of disciplinary differences (Kuh & Whitt, 1988). Each
academic discipline cultivates and reinforces unique research questions and
methodologies, relationships between teaching and research, and levels of collaboration
between scholars. As Austin (2002) noted, “these disciplinary variations can make
significant differences in the lives of faculty members” (p. 97). For instance, scholars in
philosophy are more likely to conduct research alone, whereas scholars in biology and
chemistry are more likely to have a team of colleagues, graduate students, and
undergraduate students with whom they collaborate (Morse, Nielsen-Pincus, Force, &
Wulfhorst, 2007). Moreover, doctoral students are socialized to publish in distinct outlets
based on their academic discipline; notably, scholars in the humanities often prefer to
write books and monographs, while natural, physical, and social scientists often favor
peer-reviewed articles (Kuh & Whitt, 1988). Clearly, such differences play a significant
role in terms of how doctoral students are socialized for their respective careers and the
extent to which they are prepared for a life in academia.
Unfortunately, one recent trend that spans across disciplines is that many doctoral
students are not prepared for the academic life that awaits them after graduation. Based
on data from nearly 10,000 graduate students at 25 major research universities, Golde and
Dore (2000) found that “what students are trained for is not what they want, nor does it
prepare them for the jobs they take” (p. 6). More specifically, results from their data
revealed that graduating students and future faculty members alike had interest in
teaching, advising, service, and research; however, their training primarily focused on
research and publishing. While the latter is certainly important in predicting the success
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of many academic careers, such findings infer that other critical elements of being a
faculty member (e.g., teaching) often go overlooked. As Austin (2002) observed,
teaching preparation in graduate school is often limited to lecturing and developing basic
pedagogy skills. Findings from Golde (1997) seemingly supports this contention as she
discovered that 90% of doctoral students felt sufficiently prepared to conduct research,
whereas only 63% felt sufficiently prepared to instruct undergraduate students.
One explanation for doctoral students’ deficiency in skills is likely found
throughout their educational experiences, as academic preparedness is predicated, in part,
on the quality of work in which students produce while in graduate school. Doctoral
students’ quality of work generally refers to the overall value assigned to their scholarly
efforts (Morrison, Rudd, Zumeta, & Nerad, 2011); specifically, this may include
evaluations of coursework, scholarship, teaching, and other responsibilities completed
while in graduate school. Of course, any discussion of “quality” and “value” inevitably
evokes subjectivity as to what distinguishes good work from bad work. Often times
doctoral students are evaluated (both formally and informally) through a comparison with
their peers, thus fueling the competitive climate found within doctoral programs (Golde,
2005). Referent comparison methods of assessment are clearly problematic; however,
viable alternatives are often lacking as faculty members, scholars, and practitioners
continue to struggle with standardized evaluations of doctoral students’ work and their
career readiness. Austin (2002) explained that evaluating the quality of work and
eventual careers of doctoral students has been historically difficult because “many PhDs
will work outside of academia instead of becoming professors… and much of the
structure of graduate programs serves to make the institutions work effectively [rather
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than] to prepare graduate students for future professional roles” (p. 95). In other words,
universal assessments of doctoral students’ work are generally nonexistent and are
complicated further by the fact that not all doctoral students pursue comparable careers or
engage in similar types of evaluations (e.g., comprehensive exams). That being said, one
metric that is used to evaluate most doctoral students’ academic preparedness and their
quality of work is the ability to conduct original research. As Cavendish (2007) noted,
“learning to be a researcher is a key component to the socialization of doctoral
students…and life as a scholar” (p. 29).
Research Self-Efficacy and Productivity
Although the process of becoming a “successful” researcher varies across
disciplines, self-efficacy and confidence in one’s aptitudes appears to be a universal
prerequisite for conducting academic scholarship (Forester, Kahn, & Hesson-McInnis,
2004). In general, Bandura (1982) referred to self-efficacy as an individual’s perception
of his or her own ability to be effective in a certain domain or task. Similarly, research
self-efficacy refers to the confidence needed to design, conduct, analyze, and interpret
original scholarship (Hollingsworth & Fassinger, 2002). Cavendish (2007) noted that
research self-efficacy encapsulates the confidence to apply “research related skills such
as research design, practical research skills, quantitative and computer skills, writing
skills, discipline and intrinsic motivation, analytic skills, ethics, and contribution and
utilization of resources” (p. 29).
Doctoral students’ research self-efficacy is important for a variety of reasons.
From a student perspective, cultivating the belief in one’s ability to conduct research
represents significant progress in the transition from a consumer to a creator of
knowledge (Austin, 2002). As Lovitts (2005) observed, being a “good course-taker” is
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simply not enough at the doctoral level; instead, success at this level is depicted by
acquiring the efficacy needed for “doing independent research and making an original
contribution to the discipline” (p. 138). Moreover, multiple studies have found that
research self-efficacy is critical, if not necessary, for completing a dissertation and
acquiring a doctoral degree (Geisler, 1995; Faghihi, Rakow, & Ethington, 1999). Thus,
research self-efficacy has both long-term and short-term implications for doctoral
students. From a department/university perspective, promoting students’ efficacy is also
extremely important. Particularly at research-intensive universities, an explicit goal of
doctoral programs is to equip students with the necessary skills needed to conduct
original research, produce new knowledge, and become active contributors in their
respective disciplines (Cavendish, 2007). In other words, departments and universities
seek to develop and encourage doctoral students’ research self-efficacy because it is a
“significant construct relating to the preparation of future researchers and scholars”
(Lambie & Vaccaro, 2011, p. 245).
Of course, the importance of doctoral students’ research self-efficacy is best
understood in conjunction with their actual research productivity. Research productivity
refers to the extent to which doctoral students successfully accomplish their scholarly
goals such as publishing in peer-reviewed journals and presenting at professional
conferences (Kahn & Scott, 1997). Unsurprisingly, research self-efficacy is correlated
highly with productivity in graduate school (Szumanski, Ozegovic, Phillips, & BriggsPhillips, 2007). Moreover, Hollingsworth and Fassinger (2002) discovered that selfefficacy mediates the relationship between graduate students’ training experiences and
their successfulness in completing scholarly products (e.g., publications). Thus, similar to
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Bandura’s (1982) contention that self-efficacy directly and indirectly drives human
performance, research on doctoral students continues to support the strong positive
relationship that exist between research self-efficacy and research productivity.
Unfortunately, many doctoral students lack the self-efficacy needed to conduct
research, and thus their productivity in graduate school is hindered (Coran-Hillix,
Genshiemer, & Coran-Hillix, & Davidson, 1986). One reason for this deficiency is the
relationship (or lack thereof) that doctoral students have with their advisor. Although
some differences occur between academic disciplines (Lunsford, 2012), doctoral students
who receive little to no mentoring (i.e., either career or psychosocial) from their advisor
are significantly less likely to publish peer-reviewed articles or present at professional
conferences than doctoral students who receive high quality mentoring experiences
(Nettles & Millett, 2006). Schlosser and Gelso (2001) argued that this relationship exists
because doctoral students experience greater research self-efficacy when they work
closely with their advisor. Based on Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive theory, Paglis et
al. (2006) contended that advisors play a critical role in promoting students’ self-efficacy
through direct and indirect learning experiences, personal encouragement and individual
mastery opportunities; specifically, they noted, “through vicariously observing advisers
as they model research skills and overcome obstacles, students can gain confidence that
they can perform these behaviors as well” (p. 460).
In a related study, Austin and McDaniels (2006) observed that doctoral students
develop research self-efficacy and the skills associated with conducting scholarship in
one of four ways: (a) modeling (i.e., observing and replicating advisors’ or other faculty
members’ behaviors), (b) informal and formal conversations (i.e., discussing their work
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with their advisor or faculty members), (c) professional seminars (i.e., taking classes or
seeking out training opportunities), and (d) internships (e.g., becoming a research
assistant). Clearly, each of these methods entail a working relationship with an
advisor/mentor, indicating that the responsibility for developing self-efficacy in graduate
school is shared by both students and faculty members (Austin, 2002). Put differently,
one of the many responsibilities that faculty members assume when advising doctoral
students is to develop their competency, efficacy, and ability to conduct original
scholarship (Bair et al., 2004). Hollingsworth and Fassinger (2002) provided several
suggestions for how advisors can promote doctoral students’ research self-efficacy and
their productivity; specifically, they noted that advisors should “offer interpersonal
reinforcement for research activity, express enthusiasm for science and research,
acknowledge the inevitability of flaws in research, [and] expose students to a variety of
research methods” (p. 325).
Rationale and Statement of Problem
After reviewing the relevant literature, the purpose of this dissertation was to
determine how psychosocial development influences doctoral students’ relationship with
their advisor and related outcomes in graduate school. Toward this purpose, three specific
objectives were identified. The first objective was to examine how Chickering and
Reisser’s (1993) vectors of psychosocial development influence students’ communication
behaviors (i.e., relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies) with their
advisor. For this dissertation, vectors four through seven (i.e., developing mature
interpersonal relationships, establishing identity, developing purpose, and developing
integrity) were chosen for inclusion, while vectors one through three were excluded from
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the study. Although this decision limited the scope through which psychosocial
development was explored, it was based on the assumption that the majority of doctoral
students have already (a) demonstrated competence in a variety of capacities, (b)
acquired the ability to manage their own emotions, and (c) established a certain degree of
autonomy in their professional and personal lives prior to entering their respective
programs (Tessmer, 2012). In other words, many doctoral students are assumed to have
already navigated the first three vectors of psychosocial development prior to entering
graduate school because the skills associated with these vectors are foundational toward
success at the undergraduate level. Conversely, many students fail to achieve success in
the latter vectors of development (i.e., four through seven) during their early educational
experiences and thus may be more inclined to grow in these vectors as a doctoral student.
Tessmer (2012) noted that the rigorous expectations associated with doctoral
programs create a unique context through which to examine psychosocial development
and related student behaviors/outcomes. Reisser (1995) argued that maturity along each
of the vectors is associated with the acquirement of certain skills, abilities, and/or
behaviors that are otherwise unavailable prior to development. These behaviors are often
observable and quantifiable to individuals who are experiencing the psychosocial growth
(e.g., students), as well as others who interact with the individuals in a meaningful
capacity (e.g., advisors; White & Hood, 1989). To date, however, researchers have not
yet examined communicative behaviors associated with psychosocial development in the
educational context, let alone in doctoral programs. Thus, two types of communication
behaviors thought to be related to doctoral students’ psychosocial development were
selected for this dissertation: relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies.
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Relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies were chosen for three
reasons. First, the process involved in considering, selecting, and using both relational
maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies requires a certain degree of communication
competence (Lakey & Canary, 2002; Stafford et al., 2000), or the ability to communicate
in an appropriate and effective fashion. This notion is similar to psychosocial maturation
in that it requires individuals to actively monitor their own personal image, while
simultaneously considering how their image is recognized and perceived by others
through communication (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Canary and Spitzberg (1989)
noted that appropriate communication “avoids violation of relationally or situationally
sanctioned rules” while effective communication “achieves valued objectives of the
interactant” (p. 630). In other words, psychosocial development, relational maintenance
behaviors, and conflict strategies theoretically coincide with each other as they all include
a degree of competence and skill development that is primarily demonstrated through
appropriate and effective interpersonal communication.
Second, relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies were chosen for
this study because they are both critically important to the functionality and sustainability
of interpersonal relationships (Canary, Cupach, & Serpe, 2001; Dindia, 2003; Sillars,
1980). Stafford (2011) noted that maintenance behaviors uphold the very nature of
interpersonal relationships, and although certain differences exist across contexts, few
concepts are as important for successful human interaction. Congruently, conflict has
been labeled a natural and inevitable feature of the human condition (Canary &
Spitzberg, 1990); thus, the way in which individuals manage conflict within their
relationships can substantially influence their overall satisfaction in life (Putnam, 2006).
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Therefore, like other interpersonal relationships, the presence and quality of both
relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies are critical in determining the
success, longevity, and effectiveness of the doctoral student-advisor relationship (Barnes,
Williams, & Archer, 2010).
Third, relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies were chosen for
this study because they are both salient communication behaviors that affect students and
advisors (e.g., Knox et al., 2006; Mansson, 2011; Schlosser et al., 2003). In her review of
mentoring-related research, Chao (1998) urged scholars to “move beyond collecting data
from only one mentoring partner and to examine the relationship from both sides” (p.
337). The incorporation of maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies allows for both
students’ and advisors’ relational outcomes (e.g., satisfaction) to be examined, which in
turn, generates a more holistic understanding of the relationship between students’
psychosocial development and their communication behaviors. Moreover, Gelso (2006)
argued that advisors’ perceptions of students both directly (e.g., by openly validating
previous accomplishments) and indirectly (e.g., by encouraging future collaboration
opportunities) influence how students perceive themselves (Emke-Francis, 2010).
Accordingly, both perspectives are important and will be examined throughout many of
this study’s hypotheses. The first three hypotheses will examine the relationships between
psychosocial development, relational maintenance behaviors, and conflict strategies.
The first hypothesis will determine if doctoral students’ psychosocial
development (i.e., developing mature interpersonal relationships, establishing identity,
developing purpose, developing integrity) relates positively to the use of relational
maintenance behaviors with an advisor. Recall that Mansson’s (2011) findings suggested
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that graduate students use six specific relational maintenance strategies (i.e., appreciation,
tasks, protection, courtesy, humor, and goals), each of which requires various degrees of
competence and communication skills. These skills are likely derived, in part, from
students’ psychosocial development and their growth along Chickering and Reisser’s
(1993) vectors. For instance, students who have developed the ability to cultivate mature
interpersonal relationships (i.e., vector four) are able to sustain their connections with
others by offering trust, open and honest communication, and unconditional positive
regard (Thomas & Chickering, 1984). Moreover, individuals who successfully mature
into a stable personal identity (i.e., vector five) experience greater self-assurance which
allots them the ability to maximize their personal strengths (e.g., humor, empathy,
listening) around various social contexts (Chickering, 1969). In short, then, students who
are psychosocially developed should have a greater repertoire of interpersonal skills and
the self-confidence needed to use them for purposes such as maintaining their
interpersonal relationships with others. Therefore, the following hypothesis is offered:
H1:

Doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial development will positively
relate to their own reports of relational maintenance behaviors (i.e.,
appreciation, tasks, protection, courtesy, humor, goals) with their advisor.

The second and third hypotheses will examine if doctoral students’ psychosocial
development relate to students’ use of integrative, distributive, and avoidance conflict
strategies. As noted above, scholars have adopted a competence-based approach toward
studying interpersonal conflict (e.g., Spitzberg et al., 1994). One conclusion from this
research is that skills, knowledge, and motivation toward conflict are all influenced by
distal contexts, or factors that are “removed from any specific conflict interaction… [such
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as] background characteristics ” (Cupach et al., 2010, p. 33).
A distal factor that likely contributes to doctoral students handling of conflict is
their own psychosocial development. For example, the establishment and solidification of
one’s personal identity (i.e., vector five) is associated with effective conflict management
skills and satisfactory resolutions (Hicks, 2001). Moreover, individuals who have a strong
sense of integrity (i.e., vector seven) tend to have greater persistence and resolve in the
presence of difficult situations, such as moments of interpersonal conflict (Tessmer,
2012). Related research has found that within dyads such as workplace relationships,
individuals who use strategies to control (e.g., distributive) or circumvent conflict (e.g.,
avoidance) are perceived as incompetent and ineffective (Gross, Guerrero & Alberts,
2004). Conversely, individuals who address conflict using an open, honest, and fair
approach are perceived more positively and mature (Knox et al, 2006; Schlosser et al.,
2006). It is likely that due to their increased interpersonal skills and psychosocial
maturity, doctoral students who are further developed on Chickering and Reisser’s (1993)
vectors will seek out mutually beneficial and collaborative solutions to conflict, whereas
students who are less psychosocially developed will employ self-centered resolutions or
avoid conflict altogether. Therefore, the following hypotheses are offered:
H2:

Doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial development will positively
relate to their own use of integrative conflict strategies with their advisor.

H3:

Doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial development will negatively
relate to their own use of distributive and avoidance conflict strategies
with their advisor.

The second objective of this dissertation is to determine the extent to which
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doctoral students’ psychosocial development and their communication behaviors (i.e.,
relational maintenance, conflict strategies) influence satisfaction in the student-advisor
relationship. Specifically, the fourth and fifth hypotheses will examine the relationship
between doctoral students’ psychosocial development and students’ and advisors’ (a)
relational and (b) communication satisfaction. From the student perspective, successful
progression through the vectors is associated with an increased ability to develop
satisfying relationships with others (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). In part, this
relationship is attributable to social growth that is evident through numerous psychosocial
vectors including cultivating mature interpersonal relationships (i.e., vector four),
developing a solidified personal identity (i.e., vector five), and embodying a clearly
defined purpose for one’s behaviors (i.e., vector six; Chickering, 1969). From an advisor
perspective, students who are psychosocially developed are often more productive and
tend to perform better in school (e.g., Gardner, 2009; Hood, 1984; Tessmer, 2012). Such
students would theoretically require less day-to-day attention and would more likely be
perceived as an ideal protégé because of their ability to collaborate in the relationship,
rather than being overly dependent on the advisor (Knox et al., 2006). Additionally,
mature doctoral students recognize that success in graduate school is heavily influenced
by advisors’ support; thus, these students tend to be more appreciative, which increases
the likelihood that both students and advisor will be satisfied with the relationship and the
communication that occurs within it (Lunsford, 2012). In short, individuals who are
psychosocially developed experience a host of satisfying outcomes in their interpersonal
relationships (Chickering, 1969), and similar effects are expected between doctoral
students and advisors. Therefore, the following hypotheses are offered:

60
H4:

Doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial development will positively
relate to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ relational satisfaction.

H5:

Doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial development will positively
relate to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ communication satisfaction.

The sixth and seventh hypotheses will examine the relationship between doctoral
students’ relational maintenance behaviors and students’ and advisors’ relational and
communication satisfaction. Previous communication research has shown that relational
maintenance behaviors promote trust (Myers & Weber, 2004), increase liking (Stafford &
Canary, 1991), and reduce uncertainty among relational partners (Dainton & Aylor,
2001). It is unsurprising, then, that relational maintenance behaviors are also associated
with increased satisfaction in relationships (Stafford et al., 2000). Although these findings
are taken from contexts outside of education (e.g., interpersonal, family), initial evidence
offered by Cavendish (2007) and Mansson (2011) suggest that such findings translate
into the student-advisor relationship; however, additional support is needed to confirm
the relationship between doctoral students’ maintenance behaviors and student-advisor
relational and communication satisfaction. Thus, the following hypotheses are offered:
H6:

Doctoral students’ relational maintenance behaviors will positively relate
to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ relational satisfaction.

H7:

Doctoral students’ relational maintenance behaviors will positively relate
to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ communication satisfaction.

The eighth, ninth, tenth and eleventh hypotheses will examine the relationships
between doctoral students’ integrative, distributive, and avoidance conflict strategies and
students’ and advisors’ relational and communication satisfaction. As noted earlier, it is
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not the presence of conflict itself that distinguishes effective and ineffective doctoral
student-advisor relationships; but rather, the way in which such conflict is handled within
the relationship, particularly by the student, ultimately determines important outcomes
such as relational satisfaction (Adrian-Taylor et al., 2007). As Cupach et al. (2010) noted,
“Perhaps the most robust generalization in the conflict literature is that frequent
negativity in conflicts destroys relationships” (p. 130). This negativity is typically in
reference to distributive, and to a lesser extent, avoidant conflict strategies (Sillars, 1980).
Conversely, integrative strategies are consistently associated with positive relational
consequences, including satisfaction (Canary & Spitzberg, 1989). Such trends are also
likely found in student-advisor relationships; thus, the following hypotheses are offered:
H8:

Doctoral students’ integrative conflict strategies will positively relate to
(a) students’ and (b) advisors’ relational satisfaction.

H9:

Doctoral students’ integrative conflict strategies will positively relate to
(a) students’ and (b) advisors’ communication satisfaction.

H10:

Doctoral students’ distributive and avoidance conflict strategies will
negatively relate to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ relational satisfaction.

H11:

Doctoral students’ distributive and avoidance conflict strategies will
negatively relate to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ communication
satisfaction.

Although the above hypotheses posit that relational satisfaction will be predicted
positively by students’ psychosocial development, relational maintenance behaviors, and
integrative conflict strategies, and predicted negatively by distributive and avoidance
strategies, it is likely that a more coherent interpretation of these relationships exists.
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Specifically, the twelfth hypothesis will examine if doctoral students’ communication
behaviors (i.e., relational maintenance, conflict strategies) mediate the relationship
between psychosocial development (Chickering & Reisser, 1993) and student-advisor
satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication). Developmental researchers (e.g., Martin,
2000; Reisser, 1995; Thomas & Chickering, 1984) have argued that behaviors and skills
associated with Chickering and Reisser’s psychosocial vectors are critically important
because they are the observable manifestations of maturity and help to predict related
psychosocial outcomes such as self-esteem, confidence, and cognitive functioning.
Relatedly, a separate body of research has shown that maintenance behaviors and conflict
strategies are consistent predictors of individuals’ relational and communication
satisfaction (e.g., Canary & Spitzberg, 1990; Dainton, 2003; Spitzberg et al., 1994).
Although it is possible that satisfaction plays a reciprocal role in predicting future
interpersonal behaviors, Poole, McPhee, Canary and Morr (2002) noted that satisfaction
is most frequently, and most appropriately, used as an outcome variable to represent the
predominate relational consequence of individuals’ communication behaviors. Taken
together, then, these distinct bodies of research suggest two conclusions. First,
psychosocial development influences individuals’ interpersonal skills, including the
ability to maintain relationships and negotiate conflict (Chickering & Reisser, 1993); and
second, relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies are critically important in
predicting satisfaction in relationships (Fincham & Beach, 2006). Based upon this
evidence, it would appear that the effects of psychosocial development on relational
satisfaction are likely transmitted through a process that is mediated by the
communication that occurs between doctoral students and advisors. Therfore, the
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following hypothesis is offered:
H12:

Doctoral students’ communication behaviors (i.e., relational maintenance,
conflict strategies) will mediate the relationship between students’
psychosocial development and their (a) relational satisfaction and (b)
communication satisfaction.

The third and final objective of this dissertation is to address the prevalent issue of
student attrition and student success in doctoral school. Terrell et al. (2009) noted that
due to the severe consequences of doctoral student attrition, “it is imperative that
researchers…identify student characteristics predictive of attrition…[as] these factors
will lead to a better understanding of student attrition and serve as the impetus for the
development of tools and processes that will positively affect doctoral student
persistence” (p. 112). Two important aspects of attrition are often studied by educational
researchers and thus were selected for this study: student persistence and perceived time
to degree. Lovitts (2005) identified three factors that contribute to graduate students’
persistence and their perceived time to degree: (a) individual resources (e.g., motivation,
work-ethic, intelligence), (b) microenvironment (e.g., relationship with advisor,
department policies, interactions with peers), and (c) macroenvironment (e.g., culture of
the discipline and graduate education). Although the third factor (i.e., macroenvironment)
is outside the scope of this dissertation, this study will examine the influence of the
microenvironment (i.e., student-advisor relational satisfaction) and individual differences
(i.e., psychosocial development) on doctoral students’ attrition and success in school.
Specifically, the thirteenth hypothesis will examine whether perceptions of
student-advisor satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication) relate to doctoral
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students’ persistence and perceived time to degree. Golde (2005) argued that the biggest
reason doctoral students do not complete their academic degree is because they lack a
satisfying and well-developed relationship with their advisor. Indeed, a substantial body
of research supports this claim as scholars have repeatedly shown that a successful
student-advisor relationship reduces doctoral students’ likelihood of leaving their
respective programs prematurely (e.g., Golde, 2000; Lovitts, 2001; Lovitts & Nelson,
2000). Based on this literature, student-advisor satisfaction should also be related
positively with students’ persistence and perceived time to degree. Therefore, the
following hypothesis is offered:
H13:

Student-advisor satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication) will
positively relate to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of doctoral
students’ persistence and perceived time to degree.

Although the quality of the student-advisor relationship has become a wellestablished predictor of doctoral students’ degree completion (see Gardner, 2009), the
association between students’ psychosocial development and attrition has not yet been
explored. Therefore, the fourteenth hypothesis will examine the extent to which
perceived psychosocial development is related to students’ and advisors’ perceptions of
persistence and perceived time to degree. Tessmer (2012) noted that examining doctoral
students’ psychosocial development may uncover unique solutions to otherwise
longstanding issues of graduate education including doctoral student attrition. Relatedly,
Cavendish (2007) explained that if a graduate student has “learned the skills, procedures,
and personal characteristics that are necessary to graduate…completion of the degree is
more likely to occur in a timely manner” (p. 28). Thus, it is probable that students’
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psychosocial development, which may or may not coincide with the mission of their
respective doctoral program, shares a significant relationship with doctoral students’
intention to persist and their subsequent ability to finish their degree. Therefore, the
following hypothesis is offered:
H14:

Doctoral students’ psychosocial development will positively relate to (a)
students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of doctoral students’ persistence
and perceived time to degree.

Persistence and timely completion are only a part of the criteria used to evaluate
doctoral students’ success in graduate school. Specifically, McAlpine et al. (2009) noted,
“We need to understand better the experiences of and related challenges faced by
doctoral students in the process of coming to understand academic practice and
establishing themselves as academics” (p. 97). Therefore, the fifteenth hypothesis will
examine the extent to which psychosocial development is related to doctoral students’
and advisors’ perceptions of students’ (a) academic preparedness and (b) quality of work.
Recall, academic preparedness generally refers to doctoral students’ readiness to assume
the responsibilities (e.g., service, teaching, and research) of faculty members (Golde,
2004), while quality of work entails the overall value that is assigned to doctoral students'
current accomplishments (Morrison et al., 2011). Students who are professionally and
personally developed are more likely to be prepared for their future career, embody the
skills and knowledge necessary to succeed in their respective profession, and understand
what is expected of them in their chosen occupation (Gardner & Barnes, 2007). Antony
(2002) noted that processes such as psychosocial maturity progress “the neophyte from
the earliest thinking about what it might be like to be a [faculty] member…and through
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interactions with the training socializes him [sic] to become a more accepted member of
that profession” (p. 364). Moreover, the quality to which doctoral students complete their
responsibilities is likely related to their psychosocial maturity in graduate school
(Tessmer, 2012). For instance, the quality of students’ accomplishments is logically
associated with the purpose they have for beginning their work (i.e., vector six) and the
integrity they have for completing it (i.e., vector seven). In short, then, it is apparent that
psychosocial development, academic preparedness, and quality of work are interrelated
constructs that comprise students’ success. Thus, the following hypothesis is offered:
H15:

Doctoral students’ psychosocial development will positively relate to (a)
students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of doctoral students’ academic
preparedness and their quality of work.

Finally, successfully developed doctoral students are expected to conduct original
research (Austin, 2002). Therefore, the sixteenth hypothesis will examine the relationship
between psychosocial development and two constructs that are critical to the scholarly
process: research self-efficacy and productivity. Lovitts (2005) noted that learning to
conduct original research involves a series of developmental processes and to
“successfully negotiate these processes students must undergo both psychological and
social transformations” (p.140). In other words, as students mature through the vectors of
psychosocial development, they simultaneously enhance their research self-efficacy and
productivity as they grow more confident in their identity and become guided by their
future goals and aspirations (Reisser, 1995). Thus, the following hypothesis is offered:
H16:

Doctoral students’ psychosocial development will positively relate to (a)
students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of doctoral students’ research self-
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efficacy and research productivity.
Summary
The current dissertation has three objectives: (a) to examine student development
within the doctoral education context in order to understand how Chickering and
Reisser’s vectors influence students’ communication with their advisor; (b) to investigate
the extent to which students’ development and communication influence the satisfaction
within the student-advisor relationship; and (c) to explore the relationships between
psychosocial development, doctoral student attrition, and student success in graduate
school. Toward these goals, students’ and advisors’ perceptions will be examined. A
conceptual (not statistical) diagram of this dissertation’s hypotheses is shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1
Conceptual Framework Depicting Hypothesized Relationships between Doctoral
Students’ Psychosocial Development, Relational Behaviors, and Outcomes
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CHAPTER II
Methodology
Overview
The hypotheses provided above were tested using self-report survey data from
doctoral students and (to a lesser extent) academic/dissertation advisors. Doctoral
students were asked to report on themselves, whereas advisors were asked to report on a
current doctoral advisee. If participating advisors had more than one student, they were
asked to report on the student who they have known the longest (Mansson, 2011). As
explained in the procedures section, the hypotheses were tested using two unique datasets
(i.e., one dataset with the student sample and another with paired dyadic responses).
Sampling
Three sampling techniques were utilized to solicit participants. First, network
sampling (Granovetter, 1976) was conducted primarily through the author’s social
networking sites (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn) and personal email accounts.
Snowball sampling is a nonprobability procedure that yields a sample “through referrals
made among people who share or know of others who possess some characteristics that
are of research interest” (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981, p. 141). In this case, participants
who were (a) current doctoral students, (b) advisors of current doctoral students, or (c) in
positions that worked closely with doctoral students and advisors (e.g., staff members,
department chairs, deans) were asked to share a pre-approved recruitment message (see
Appendix A) with any individual who met the inclusion criteria. The recruitment
message solicited participation by providing a link to an online survey that was generated
through the website Qualtrics. Moreover, the recruitment message and the corresponding
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online cover letter (see Appendix B and C) gave participants information regarding the
purpose of the study, protected rights of participants, acknowledgement of approval from
West Virginia University’s Institutional Review Board, and contact information for the
primary author. Additionally, all doctoral student participants were informed that their
participation could qualify them to win one of five 50 dollar gift cards from Amazon.
Second, convenience sampling was used to solicit participants as individuals were
contacted primarily through phone calls, university emails, and face-to-face
conversations on the campus of West Virginia University. Convenience sampling broadly
refers to “taking available samples at hand” (Kerlinger, 1986, p. 120); in this case, the
researcher directly contacted academic departments at West Virginia University with
Ed.D. or Ph.D. programs to solicit current doctoral students and graduate faculty
members (i.e., who served as advisors) to complete the online survey. Moreover, to
increase the likelihood of recruiting intact dyads, participants who completed the survey
were asked to give their advisee’s or advisor’s email address (if they felt comfortable) so
that the researcher could forward the survey opportunity to other potential participants.
Emails were sent approximately one week prior to the close of data collection to remind
these individuals about their opportunity to participate (see Appendix D).
Third, volunteer sampling was used to solicit participants through academic
online listserv accounts such as the Communication Research and Theory Network
(CRTNET), the National Academic Advising Association Listserv (NACADA), and the
American Educational Research Association Graduate Studies Discussion Forum
(AERA-GS). Volunteer sampling generally refers to soliciting “participants [who] freely
choose to respond to the [research or survey] questions” (Lefever, Dal, & Matthiasdottir,
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2007, p. 576). In this study, members of CRTNET, NACADA, and the AERA-GS (i.e.,
doctoral students, advisors) were asked to volunteer through a brief announcement from
the researcher. Listserv announcements were consistent with the recruitment message as
they (a) introduced the purpose of the study, (b) specified the inclusion criteria, and (c)
provided two online survey links (i.e., a student version and an advisor version).
Participants
As a result of these sampling techniques, doctoral students and advisors (N = 422;
166 males, 246 females, 10 unreported) enrolled or employed at various doctoralgranting institutions from across the country participated in this dissertation. To qualify
for participation, students were required to be (a) enrolled full-time in a traditional (i.e.,
face-to-face) Ph.D. or Ed.D. program and (b) have a single academic/dissertation advisor;
students enrolled in master programs and/or online doctoral programs were excluded
from this study because these individuals often lack a substantive relationship with their
advisor due to limited face-to-face interactions and opportunities to collaborate (Lindner,
Dooley, & Murphy, 2001). Participating doctoral students (n = 304; 99 males, 200
females, 5 unreported) ranged in age from 22 to 60 years (M = 30.07, SD = 6.09) and
represented over 32 academic disciplines (see Table 3) including communication (n = 92;
30.3%), psychology (n = 30; 9.9%), and engineering (n = 16; 5.3%). For advisors to
qualify for participation, they were required to be (a) listed as a graduate faculty member
and (b) the advisor of at least one doctoral student. Participating advisors (n = 118, 67
males, 46 females, 5 unreported) ranged in age from 29 to 75 years (M = 47.36, SD =
10.46) and had approximately 16.25 years (SD = 10.18) of faculty member experience.
Further demographic details about the participants can be found in Table 1 and Table 2.
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Table 1
Doctoral Student Demographic Data

1. Sex

Males (n = 99; 32.6%)

Females (n = 200; 65.8%)

2. Age

Range (22-60)

M = 30.07

3. Ethnicity

Asian (n = 37; 12.5%)

Black (n = 18; 6.1%)

Hispanic (n = 10; 3.4%)

White (n = 211; 71.3%)

Middle Eastern
(n = 10; 3.4%)

Native American
(n = 2; .7%)

SD = 6.09

Other (n = 8; 2.7%)
4. Degree

Ph.D. (n = 284; 95%)

Ed.D. (n = 11; 3.7%)

5. Status in Program

Working on Dissertation
(n = 164; 55.2%)

Taking Comprehensive
Exams (n = 34; 11.4%)

Taking
Coursework
(n = 99; 33%)

6. Months in Program

Range (2-96)

M = 30.42

SD = 17.52

7. Primary Interest

Research (n = 190; 64.2%)

Teaching (n = 106; 35.8%)

8. University
Carnegie Status

Very High (n = 108; 36%)
Research (n = 30; 10.1%)

High (n = 84; 28.3%)
Unsure (n = 75; 25.3%)

9. Funded

Yes (n = 277; 93.9%)

No (n = 18; 6.1%)

9a. Types of Funding

Teaching Assistantship
(n = 146; 50%)

Research Assistantship
(n = 76; 26%)

Academic Fellowship
(n = 37; 12.7%)

N/A
(n = 33; 11.3%)

10. Funds tied to advisor

Yes (n = 66; 22.3%)

No (n = 230; 77.7%)

11. Initiated Relationship

Student (n = 200; 68%)

Advisor (n = 44; 15%)

12. Changed Advisor

Yes (n = 47; 15.7%)

No (n = 252; 84.3%)

12a. Number of previous
advisors if changed

Range (1-4)

M = 1.41

SD = .81

13. Months in relationship

Range (1-96)

M = 26.32

SD = 16.38

Department
(n = 50; 17%)
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Table 2
Faculty Member Demographic Data

1. Sex

Males
(n = 67; 56.8%)

Females
(n = 46; 39.0%)

2. Age

Range (29-75)

M = 47.36

3. Ethnicity

Asian (n = 5; 4.2%)

Black (n = 3; 2.5%)

Hispanic (n = 2; 1.7%)

White (n = 97; 82.2 %)

Middle Eastern
(n = 6; 5.1%)

Other (n = 5; 4.2%)

Assistant Professor
(n = 21; 17.8%)

Associate Professor
(n = 48 40.7%)

5. Primary interest

Research
(n = 87; 73.7%)

Teaching
(n = 21; 17.8%)

6. Faculty experience (Years)

Range (1-47)

M = 16.25

SD = 10.18

7. Advising experience (Years)

Range (1-45)

M = 13.05

SD = 9.90

8. Advising training Received

Yes (n = 9; 7.6%)

No (n = 106; 89.8%)

9. Number of previous advisees

Range (1-60)

M = 8.54

10. Serving multiple advisees

Yes (n = 84; 71.2%)

No (n = 31; 26.3%)

4. Faculty position

SD = 10.46

Full Professor
(n = 46 39%)

SD = 8.42

Procedures
Two versions of a survey were created for this dissertation. The first version was
distributed exclusively to doctoral students and contained all of the independent and
dependent variables. The second version was distributed to advisors and contained only
dependent variables. This decision was made for two reasons. First, advisors were not
asked to complete the independent variables in this study (i.e., psychosocial development,
relational maintenance behaviors, conflict strategies) because they were deemed
unqualified to report on several of the targeted constructs (e.g., perceived identity that
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students have about themselves). Second, advisors were also not asked to report on the
independent variables because respondent fatigue was a serious concern for faculty
members, particularly since they received no incentive for participating. Therefore, two
versions of the survey were created and distributed to students and advisors, respectively.
Similar to Mansson (2011), dyads (i.e., containing both a student and an advisor
survey) were paired together by asking participants to create a unique dyadic identifier.
Specifically, doctoral students were asked to provide their own initials followed by their
advisor’s initials; in turn, advisors were asked to provide their doctoral student’s initials
followed by their own initials. The resulting four letter code was used to recognize
contributing dyads while simultaneously upholding the research participants’ anonymity.
Moreover, the initials provided on these surveys were not used for any other purpose in
this dissertation and were replaced with standard code numbers (e.g., “001”) once the
dyadic members were paired together. To increase the likelihood of soliciting intact
dyads, participants who completed the survey were also given the option of forwarding
an automatically generated email (with a corresponding link to the other survey) directly
to their advisor/advisee. This message contained the original recruitment script with two
modifications: (a) it stated that their advisor/advisee had already taken the survey and (b)
informed the participant that their assistance was specifically needed to complete a dyad.
All participants responded to a series of demographic questions and completed
numerous scales related to the hypotheses of this dissertation. Specifically, doctoral
students completed four measures in reference to Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors
of psychosocial development. These measures included: the Relations with Other People
Subscale (vector four; Baker & Siryk, 1989), the Sense of Identity Subscale (vector five;
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Lounsbury, Huffstetler, Leong, & Gibson, 2005), the Psychosocial Inventory of Ego
Strengths (PIES) Purpose Subscale (vector six; Markstrom, Sabino, Turner, & Berman,
1997), and the PIES Wisdom Subscale (vector seven; Markstrom et al., 1997). Doctoral
students also completed measures that assessed their communication behaviors including
the Advisee Relational Maintenance Scale (Mansson & Myers, 2012) and the Conflict
Strategies Scale (Bevan & Sparks, 2014; Canary, Cunningham, & Cody, 1988). Doctoral
students also responded to the Research Productivity Measure (Kahn & Scott, 1997).
Both doctoral students and advisors completed scales for student-advisor
relational outcomes (i.e., relational and communication satisfaction) as well as doctoral
students’ personal outcomes. These scales included: the Relationship Assessment Scale
(Hendrick, 1988), the Student Communication Satisfaction Scale (Goodboy et al., 2009),
the Turnover Intention Measure (Pattie, Benson, & Baruch, 2006), the Perceived Timeto-Degree Scale (Cavendish, 2007), and the Research Self-Efficacy Scale (Paglis et al.,
2006). Doctoral students and advisors also completed the Academic Preparedness Scale
and the Graduate Student Quality of Work Scale which were developed specifically for
this dissertation (see data analysis section). For each of the outcome variables, the
directions and the wording of individual items were modified to create self- (i.e., student)
and other-report (i.e., advisor) versions of the questionnaire (see Appendix E and F).
Specifically, pronouns and verbs were altered so that students and advisors both reported
on their perceptions of the doctoral student, with the exception of relational and
communication satisfaction in which advisors were asked to report on their own
satisfaction in the relationship. Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients, means, and
standard deviations for all of the instruments used in this study can be found in Table 4.
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Table 3
Academic Disciplines Represented by Doctoral Students

Discipline

n

%

1. Communication
2. Psychology
3. Engineering
4. Biology
5. Sport Physiology
6. Education
7. English
8. Curriculum and Instruction
9. Physics
10. Public Health
11. History
12. Anthropology
13. Economics
14. Biomedical Sciences
15. Animal Science
16. Chemistry
17. Computer Science
18. Business/Management
19. Epidemiology
20. Geography
21. Mathematics
22. Entomology
23. Forestry
24. Sociology
25. Journalism
26. Media
27. Neuroscience
28. Advertising
29. Astronomy
30. Geology
31. Counseling
32. Other

92
30
16
16
16
15
8
7
7
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
6

30.3
9.9
5.3
5.3
5.3
4.9
2.6
2.3
2.3
2.0
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.3
1.3
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.3
0.3
0.3
2.0
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Instrumentation
Vector Four (Developing Mature Relationships): The Relations with Other People
Subscale (see items 1-7 of Appendix E) is a seven item, unidimensional instrument taken
from the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire; it measures the extent to which
individuals have healthy interpersonal relationships with others including friends, peers,
and professors. Responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. Previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients
ranging from .83 to .91 have been reported for the subscale (Baker & Siryk, 1999; Beyers
& Goossens, 2002; Swenson, Nordstrom, & Hiester, 2008).
Vector Five (Establishing Identity): The Sense of Identity Subscale (see items 815 of Appendix E) is an eight item, unidimensional instrument taken from the Adolescent
Personal Style Inventory; it measures the extent to which individuals have achieved a
solidified personal identity. Responses were solicited using a 7-point Likert scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. Previous Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficients ranging from .84 to .87 have been reported for the scale (Lounsbury et al.,
2005; Lounsbury et al., 2008; Lounsbury, Saudargas, Gibson, & Leong, 2005).
Vector Six (Developing Purpose): The Purpose Subscale (see items 16-23 of
Appendix E) is an eight item, unidimensional instrument taken from the Psychosocial
Inventory of Ego Strengths; it measures purpose by assessing individuals’ courage to
pursue career and personal goals. Responses were solicited using a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. Previous Cronbach alpha
reliability coefficients ranging from .71 to .80 have been reported for the scale (Adams,
Berzonsky, & Keating, 2006; Markstrom & Marshall, 2007; Markstrom et al., 1997).
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Table 4
Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficients, Means, and Standard Deviations for All Variables
Advisee Reports

Advisor Reports

α

M

SD

α

M

SD

1. Psychosocial Development
1a. Mature Relationships (Vector 4)
1b. Identity (Vector 5)
1c. Purpose (Vector 6)
1d. Integrity (Vector 7)

.78
.91
.85
.85

28.18
34.00
32.28
32.04

4.42
5.18
4.76
4.86

------

------

------

2. Relational Maintenance
2a. Appreciation
2b. Tasks
2c. Protection
2d. Courtesy
2e. Humor
2f. Goals

.96
.90
.90
.88
.84
.90

32.67
30.27
23.04
25.38
16.94
17.39

8.39
4.49
5.18
3.23
4.07
3.82

--------

--------

--------

3. Conflict Strategies
3a. Integrative Strategy
3b. Avoidance Strategy
3c. Distributive Strategy

.87
.92
.91

57.97
17.04
15.60

8.09
8.80
7.79

----

----

----

4. Satisfaction
4a. Relational Satisfaction
4b. Communication Satisfaction

.94
.95

20.84
32.80

4.82
7.11

.83
.89

21.36
38.21

3.86
5.98

5. Student Outcomes
5a. Academic Preparedness
5b. Quality of Work
5c. Time-to-Degree
5d. Persistence
5e. Research Self-Efficacy
5f. Research Productivity

.91
.85
.79
-.92
.76

55.73
28.06
13.34
5.40
43.54
25.46

9.84
5.04
2.19
14.05
6.41
19.43

.94
.87
.90
-.96
--

57.50
28.87
13.23
5.75
43.41
--

11.82
6.44
2.82
14.83
7.76
--

Variables

Note. Reliability coefficient not calculated for the one-item measure of persistence.
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Vector Seven (Developing Integrity): The Wisdom Subscale (see items 24-31 of
Appendix E) is an eight item, unidimensional instrument that is also taken from the
Psychosocial Inventory of Ego Strengths; it measures integrity by assessing individuals’
appreciation of accumulated knowledge, wisdom, and experiences. Responses were
solicited using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly
agree. Previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .72 to .75 have been
reported for the scale (Dunkel, Kim, & Papini, 2012; Markstrom, Li, Blackshire, &
Wilfong, 2005; Markstrom et al., 1997).
The Advisee Relational Maintenance Scale (see items 32-56 of Appendix E) is a
25 item, six-dimensional instrument that measures doctoral students’ use of relational
maintenance behaviors (i.e., courtesy, humor, goals, protection, tasks, appreciation).
Responses were solicited using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree
to (7) strongly agree. Previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .70 to
.94 have been reported for each of the six subscales (Mansson & Myers, 2012).
The Conflict Strategies Scale (see items 57-86 of Appendix E) is a 30 item, threedimensional instrument that measures individuals’ perceptions of conflict strategies (i.e.,
integrative, avoidance, distributive). In this study, integrative and avoidance items were
adapted directly from Canary et al. (1988) and Bevan and Sparks (2014); distributive
items were modified to meet the unique constraints of the student-advisor relationship.
Responses were solicited using a 7-point bipolar response format ranging from (1) not at
all to (7) a great extent. Previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .76
to .92 have been reported for earlier versions of the three subscales (Bevan, 2010; Bevan,
Finan, & Kaminsky, 2008; Bevan & Sparks, 2014).
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The Relationship Assessment Scale (see items 111-115 of Appendix E and items
21-25 of Appendix F, respectively) is a seven item, unidimensional instrument that
measures individuals’ perceived satisfaction with a relational partner. Cavendish’s (2007)
five-item modified version of the scale was used in this study because it has successfully
been adapted to the doctoral student-advisor relationship. Responses are solicited using a
5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Previous
Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .83 to .90 have been reported for the
scale (Cavendish, 2007; Hendrick, 1988; Miczo, Segrin, & Allspach, 2001).
The Student Communication Satisfaction Scale (see items 116-123 of Appendix E
and items 26-33 of Appendix F, respectively) is an eight item, unidimensional instrument
that assesses the extent to which individuals are satisfied with student-instructor
interactions. Similar to Mansson (2011), items were modified to reflect the adviseeadvisor relationship, rather than the student-instructor relationship. Responses were
solicited using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly
agree. Previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients ranging from .74 to .98 have been
reported for the scale (Goodboy et al., 2009; Mansson, 2011; Myers et al., 2014).
The Turnover Intention Measure (see item 110 of Appendix E and item 37 of
Appendix F, respectively) is a one item instrument that reads “What are the chances that
you/your advisee will quit the graduate program in the next 12 months?” In this study, the
item was reversed coded to reflect doctoral students’ persistence. Responses to this item
were solicited using an open percentage ranging from 0% to 100%. A reliability
coefficient for the scale cannot be calculated due to the one-item format.
The Perceived Time-to-Degree Scale (see items 107-109 of Appendix E and items
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34-36 of Appendix F, respectively) is a three item, unidimensional instrument that
measures doctoral students’ timely progression through their respective program.
Responses were solicited using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) not at all confident
to (5) very confident. A previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of .87 has been
reported for the scale (Cavendish, 2007).
The Research Self-Efficacy Scale (see items 124-133 of Appendix E and items 3847 of Appendix F) is a ten item, unidimensional instrument that assesses individuals’
perceived confidence in completing research-related activities (e.g., conducting a
literature review, analyzing data, proposing research questions/hypotheses). Unlike other
measures of self-efficacy, this scale uses low-inference items to reflect specific research
behaviors, thus lending itself to both self- and other-reports. Responses were solicited
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) not at all confident to (5) very confident.
Previous Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients ranging from. 92 to .93 have been
reported for the scale (Cavendish, 2007; Paglis et al., 2006).
Data Analysis
Scale Development. Because no previous scales existed to measure doctoral
students’ academic preparedness and their quality of work in graduate school from both
students’ and advisors’ perspectives, two scales were created specifically for this study.
Items for both of these measures were developed based on previous qualitative
investigations that explored doctoral students’ socialization (e.g., Baker & Pifer 2011)
and doctoral students’ academic preparedness (e.g., Eisenhart & DeHaan, 2005), as well
as the quality and evaluation of doctoral students’ work and scholarship (e.g., Morrison et
al., 2011). Fourteen items were originally created for the Academic Preparedness Scale
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(see items 87-100 of Appendix E and items 1-14 of Appendix F, respectively) and 6
items were created for the Graduate Student Quality of Work Scale (see items 101-106 of
Appendix E and items 15-20 of Appendix F, respectively).
Each scale was subjected to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and items were
extracted using principle axis factoring. It was uncertain whether multiple factors existed
in the Academic Preparedness Scale, therefore an oblique rotation was used (i.e., direct
oblimin) to examine the underlying factor structure of the instrument. The Graduate
Student Quality of Work Scale was thought to be unidimensional, thus no rotation was
used for this measure. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s test of sampling adequacy (.92) and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity [χ2(91) = 2066.02, p < .001] indicated that the sample size and
item pool met the necessary minimum requirements for conducting factor analyses. To be
retained for interpretation, factors were required to: (a) account for more than five percent
of the overall variance, (b) possess an eigenvalue greater than one; (c) contain at least two
or more items; and (d) demonstrate face validity/general interpretability (McCroskey &
Young, 1979). The items were required to produce primary loadings greater than .60 and
secondary loadings smaller than .40 to be retained. Cross-loading items (i.e., those with
primary loadings on multiple factors) were removed from analyses.
Following one round of item trimming in which four poorly performing items
were removed from the EFA, the Academic Preparedness Scale produced a single-factor
solution that contained 10 of the original 14 items and accounted for 55.86% of the
overall variance. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for this scale was .91 for
doctoral students and .94 for advisors. Similarly, following one round of item trimming in
which one item was removed from the EFA, the Graduate Student Quality of Work Scale
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produced a single factor solution that contained five of the original six items and
accounted for 62.39% of the overall variance. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient
for this scale was .85 for doctoral students and .87 for advisors. Factor loadings, means,
and standard deviations for each individual item can be found in Table 5 and Table 6.
Confirmatory factor analyses. In order to address the content validity of the
remaining measures used in this study (Kerlinger, 1986), confirmatory factor analyses
(CFAs) were conducted prior to hypothesis testing for most of the utilized instruments
using Amos (version 19). CFA is a deductive procedure used to evaluate the
appropriateness of a predetermined factor structure by assessing its goodness of fit
(within the targeted sample) and the extent to which items (or manifest variables)
represent unobserved (or latent) variables (Brown, 2015). Several criteria and indices
exist for evaluating the model fit of a CFA (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2011;
Mulaik, James, Van Alstine, Bennett, Lind, & Stilwell, 1989). As Hox (2010) noted,
“given the many possible goodness-of-fit indices, the customary advice is to assess fit by
inspecting several fit indices that derive from different principles” (p. 307). Notably,
researchers tend to use a combination of relative and absolute indices including (a)
minimum fit function chi-square, (b) root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
(c) standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and (d) the comparative fit index
(CFI) to evaluate the fit of structural equation models. An acceptable model is thought to
exist if the (a) chi-square value is non-significant, (b) the RMSEA value is below .10, (c)
the SRMR value is below .06, and (d) the CFI value is above .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999;
Kline, 2011). Visual depictions of the CFAs are shown in Figures 2 through 7 and a
summary of the fit statistics can be found in Table 7.
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Table 5
EFA Factor Loadings for Academic Preparedness Scale
Items
1. I am prepared for a career in my academic field.
2. I know the scholarship in my academic field.
3. I am not ready for an academic career.
4. I can perform the responsibilities of a faculty member.
5. I am prepared to provide service to my academic field.
6. I do not have the skills to be a productive faculty member.*
7. I can fulfill professional responsibilities in my academic field.
8. I am capable of serving on editorial boards in my academic field.
9. I am capable of teaching undergraduate students about my academic
field.
10. I am not prepared to be a faculty member.*
Eigenvalue
% of Variance

Loading

(M, SD)

.71
.67
.61
.75
.82
.74
.79
.65
.79

(5.58, 1.26)
(5.65, 1.16)
(5.24, 1.67)
(5.47, 1.45)
(5.85, 1.08)
(5.62, 1.41)
(5.90, 1.03)
(5.01, 1.49)
(5.50, 1.61)

.60

(5.95, 1.08)

5.59
55.86

Note. Response format ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. * Reverse-coded.

Table 6
EFA Factor Loadings for Graduate Student Quality of Work Scale
Items
1. I complete quality work.
2. My work is better than most graduate students.
3. I perform my academic responsibilities to the highest possible level.
4. I exceed the expectations that my advisor places upon me.
5. I produce work that is worse than most graduate students.*
Eigenvalue
% of Variance

Loading

(M, SD)

.69
.76
.74
.72
.73

(5.04, 1.32)
(5.87, 1.16)
(5.08, 1.39)
(5.96, 1.29)
(6.12, 1.21)

3.12
62.39

Note. Response format ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. * Reverse-coded.
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Figure 2
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Psychosocial Development Scales
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Figure 3
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Advisee Relational Maintenance Scale
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Note. χ2 (260) = 870.92, p < .001, RMSEA = .09, CFI = .90, SRMR = .07. Standardized loadings in italics.
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Figure 4
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Conflict Strategies Scale
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Note. χ2 (347) = 1292.78, p < .001, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .80, SRMR = .07. Standardized loadings in italics.

Figure 5
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relationship Assessment Scale
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Note. χ2 (5) = 75.82, p < .001, RMSEA = .23, CFI = .95, SRMR = .03. Standardized loadings in italics.
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Figure 6
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Student Communication Satisfaction Scale
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Note. χ2 (19) = 124.65, p < .001, RMSEA = .14, CFI = .95, SRMR = .03. Standardized loadings in italics.

Figure 7
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Research Self-Efficacy Scale
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Note. χ2 (34) = 166.70, p < .001, RMSEA = .12, CFI = .93, SRMR = .06. Standardized loadings in italics.
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Table 7
Summary of CFAs and Fit Indices

Fit Statistics
Scale
1. Psychosocial Development (Four-Factor)
1a. Relations with Other People Subscale
1b. Sense of Identity Subscale
1c. Purpose Subscale
1d. Wisdom (Integrity) Subscale
2. Advisee Relational Maintenance Scale
3. Conflict Strategies Scale
4. Relationship Assessment Scale
5. Student Communication Satisfaction Scale
6. Research Self-Efficacy Scale

χ2

df

p

RMSEA

CFI

SRMR

1172.74
31.61
98.48
148.66
111.65
870.92
1292.78
75.82
124.65
166.70

427
11
19
20
20
260
347
5
19
34

p < .001
p < .01
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001
p < .001

.08
.08
.13
.15
.13
.09
.10
.23
.14
.12

.83
.96
.94
.85
.88
.90
.80
.95
.95
.93

.06
.05
.03
.07
.06
.07
.07
.03
.03
.06

Hypotheses testing. Prior to testing the primary hypotheses of this dissertation,
two correlation matrices were computed using the doctoral student sample (see Table 8)
and the dyadic (student-advisor) sample (see Table 9). All of the hypotheses (i.e., with
the exception of Hypothesis 12) were tested by first examining these correlations to
determine if significant zero-order relationships existed within the data (i.e., both the
student sample and the dyadic sample). Subsequently, follow-up ordinary least square
(OLS) regression analyses were computed using the respective independent variables
(i.e., psychosocial development vectors, relational maintenance behaviors, and conflict
strategies) to predict the various relational and personal outcome variables (i.e.,
satisfaction, persistence, perceived time to degree, academic preparedness, quality of
work, research self-efficacy, and research productivity). However, due to the small
sample size, regressions were only computed for the student sample (n = 304) and not for
the dyadic sample (n = 52), as the latter sample lacked the statistical power of at least 20
participants per independent variable (e.g., see Maxwell, 2000).
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To test the twelfth hypothesis, which predicted students’ communication
behaviors (i.e., relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies) would mediate
the relationship between psychosocial development (i.e., four vectors) and studentadvisor satisfaction, a set of 16 parallel multiple mediation models (see Figures 8 to 23)
using OLS path analyses were computed using PROCESS in SPSS (Hayes, 2012). The
purpose of these models was to examine the extent to which psychosocial development’s
effect on student-advisor satisfaction was transmitted through doctoral students’ conflict
strategies and maintenance behaviors. Although these models contained simultaneous
mediators (see Hayes, 2013), they were limited to one independent variable and one
dependent variable; thus, 16 models were computed to account for the four vectors of
development, the two sets of mediators, and the two types of student-advisor satisfaction.
Parallel mediation models were selected over simple mediation models because
previous research on relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies indicate that
each are comprised of multiple dimensions (i.e., six and three, respectively) which work
in tandem to influence various personal and relational outcomes (Dainton, 2003). Such
variables are ideally suited for parallel mediation models, then, as “antecedent variable X
[e.g., development] is modeled as influencing consequent Y [e.g., satisfaction] directly as
well as indirectly through two or more mediators, with the condition that no mediator
causally influences another” (Hayes, 2013, p. 125). Parallel mediation models were also
chosen because they allow researchers to examine the unique indirect effect of each
mediator through co-variation, controlling for other indirect effects of each mediator. In
this study, all indirect effects were calculated using bias-corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals generated from 50,000 bootstrap samples.
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Summary
This chapter reviewed the methodology that was used to address the hypotheses
of the dissertation. Along with demographic information, students and advisors
completed a variety of self-report measures and tests of associations were used to
examine the 16 hypotheses. This chapter also included an overview of the procedures
used throughout the data collection, a description of the individuals who participated, an
overview of the scales that were used, and an explanation of how the data was analyzed.
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Table 8
Correlation Matrix for All Variables Using Doctoral Student Sample
1

2

3

4

Psychosocial Development
1. Vector4
2. Vector5
3. Vector6
4. Vector7

-.44^
.45^
.47^

-.79^
.74^

-.78^

--

Relational Maintenance
5. Appreciation
6. Tasks
7. Protection
8. Courtesy
9. Humor
10. Goals

.32^
.33^
.32^
.28^
.41^
.34^

.27^
.42^
.28^
.41^
.19^
.28^

.22^
.45^
.27^
.32^
.21^
.31^

.24^
.41^
.27^
.33^
.20^
.29^

Conflict Strategies
11. Integrative Strategy
12. Avoidance Strategy
13. Distributive Strategy

.38^ .40^ .34^ .33^ .65^ .35^ .57^ .51^ .61^ .64^
--.32^ -.42^ -.47^ -.44^ -.26^ -.42^ -.45^ -.34^ -.21^ -.28^ -.33^
-.29^ -.31^ -.32^ -.34^ -.34^ -.33^ -.51^ -.49^ -.34^ -.31^ -.46^

Satisfaction
14. Relational Satisfaction
15. Comm. Satisfaction

.40^
.43^

.30^
.35^

.28^
.33^

.25^
.33^

5

6

7

8

9

10

-.34^
.61^
.40^
.52^
.59^

-.34^
.45^
.27^
.30^

-.58^
.53^
.57^

-.39^
.40^

-.65^

--

.63^
.63^

.34^
.36^

Student Outcomes
16. Academic Preparedness
.42^ .54^ .59^ .54^ .31^ .45^
17. Quality of Work
.39^ .51^ .54^ .49^ .32^ .56^
18. Time-to-Degree
.29^ .26^ .27^ .28^ .20^ .32^
19. Persistence
.23^ .24^ .24^ .21^ .30^ .34^
20. Research Self-Efficacy
.41^ .43^ .48^ .45^ .20^ .41^
21. Research Productivity
.16† .11 .14* .04 .10 -.08
Note. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001. Two-tailed Pearson correlations.

.73^
.71^

.43^
.46^

.58^
.61^

.60^
.66^

11

12

13

14

15

-.51^

--

.58^ -.41^ -.42^ -.64^ -.44^ -.44^ .91^

--

16

17

18

19

20

.
.28^
.28^
.24^
.28^
.22^
-.03

.36^
.34^
.23^
.33^
.29^
.03

.30^
.30^
.23^
.29^
.29^
.17†

.36^
.27^
.23^
.31^
.25^
.11

.37^
.31^
.24^
.28^
.31^
.13*

-.39^
-.34^
-.29^
-.18^
-.33^
.13*

-.27^
-.27^
-.24^
-.19^
-.27^
.02

.33^
.30^
.36^
.38^
.31^
-.01

.34^
.28^
.35^
.33^
29^
.03

-.67^
.30^
.27^
.65^
.30^

-.32^
.27^
.61^
.17†

-.25^
.45^
.06

-.37^
.08

-.27^
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Table 9
Correlation Matrix using Paired Data between Doctoral Students and their Advisors
Advisors’ Outcomes

Advisors’ Perceptions of Doctoral Student Outcomes

Relational
Satisfaction

Communication
Satisfaction

Perceived
Persistence

Perceived
Time to Degree

Academic
Preparedness

Quality of
Work

Research
Efficacy

Students’ Perceived
Psychosocial Development
1. Vector4
2. Vector5
3. Vector6
4. Vector7

.42^
.48^
.38†
.45^

.45†
.50^
.45^
.51^

.02ns
.12ns
.08ns
.09ns

.32*
.28*
.27*
.31*

.32*
.46^
.44^
.46^

.43^
.44^
.42†
.45^

.42†
.47^
.46^
.46^

Students’ Perceived
Relational Maintenance
5. Appreciation
6. Tasks
7. Protection
8. Courtesy
9. Humor
10. Goals

.42†
.54^
.52^
.30*
.31*
.37†

.39†
.53^
.47^
.32*
.36†
.40†

.19ns
.09ns
.11ns
.06ns
.21ns
.16ns

.26ns
.43^
.35†
.23ns
.34*
.27*

.43^
.41†
.49^
.18ns
.22ns
.39†

.45^
.56^
.43^
.33*
.25ns
.36†

.35*
.55^
.43^
.33*
.35*
.48^

Students’ Perceived
Conflict Strategies
11. Integrative Strategy
12. Avoidance Strategy
13. Distributive Strategy

.36†
-.42†
-.43†

.38†
-.39†
-.43†

.06ns
-.04ns
-.07ns

.25ns
-.26ns
-.28*

.31*
-.37†
-.36†

.35*
-.38†
-.42†

.37*
-.49^
-.47^

Note. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001. nsp > .05 Two-tailed Pearson correlations. n = 52 paired dyads. Hypothesized relationships depicted in bold.
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CHAPTER III
Results
Hypothesis One
The first hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
development (i.e., developing mature interpersonal relationships, establishing identity,
developing purpose, developing integrity) would be related positively to their own reports
of relational maintenance behavior (i.e., appreciation, tasks, protection, courtesy, humor,
goals) with their advisor. This hypothesis was supported. Pearson correlations revealed
that all four vectors of psychosocial development were significantly (p < .001) and
positively related to all six forms of relational maintenance behavior (see Table 8). The
correlation coefficients for these relationships ranged from .22 to .45.
Six post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 10) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ relational maintenance behavior based on their perceived psychosocial
development. In the first regression, a significant model was obtained for appreciation,
F(4, 293) = 10.55, p < .001, R2 = .13, with mature interpersonal relationships (β = .26, p
< .001) serving as the only unique and significant predictor. In the second regression, a
significant model was obtained for tasks, F(4, 292) = 22.17, p < .001, R2 = .23, with
mature interpersonal relationships (β = .12, p < .05) and purpose (β = .23, p < .01) each
serving as unique and significant predictors. In the third regression, a significant model
was obtained for protection, F(4, 291) = 10.73, p < .001, R2 = .13, with mature
interpersonal relationships (β = .24, p < .001) again serving as the only unique and
significant predictor. In the fourth regression, a significant model was obtained for
courtesy, F(4, 291) = 15.82, p < .001, R2 = .18, with mature interpersonal relationships (β
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= .14, p < .05) and identity (β = .37, p < .001) each serving as unique and significant
predictors. In the fifth regression, a significant model was obtained for humor, F(4, 290)
= 15.83, p < .001, R2 = .18, with mature interpersonal relationships (β = .41, p < .001)
serving as the only unique and significant predictor. In the sixth regression, a significant
model was obtained for goals, F(4, 292) = 12.70, p < .001, R2 = .15, with mature
interpersonal relationships (β = .24, p < .001) again serving as the only unique and
significant predictor.
Hypotheses Two and Three
The second hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
development would be related positively to their own use of integrative conflict
strategies. The third hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
development would be related negatively to their own use of distributive and avoidance
conflict strategies. Both hypothesis two and hypothesis three were supported. Pearson
correlations revealed that all four vectors of psychosocial development were significantly
(p < .001) related to all three conflict strategies. As expected, psychosocial development
correlated positively with integrative conflict (coefficients ranging from .34 to .40) and
negatively with distributive and avoidance conflict (coefficients ranging from -.29 to .47).
Three post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 11) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ conflict strategies based on their perceived psychosocial development. In the
first regression, a significant model was obtained for integrative conflict, F(4, 290) =
20.32, p < .001, R2 = .22, with mature interpersonal relationships (β = .27, p < .001) and
identity (β = .30, p < .001) each serving as unique and significant predictors.
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Table 10
Multiple Regressions using Psychosocial Development to Predict Relational Maintenance
Criterion/Predictor Variables

B

SEB

β

t

Appreciation
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.497
.272
-.162
.113

.119
.151
.178
.161

.263^
.170
-.093
.066

4.174
1.799
-.911
.702

Tasks
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.115
.097
.207
.088

.059
.074
.087
.079

.115*
.117
.230†
.099

1.938
1.319
2.393
1.117

Protection
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.281
.112
.032
.048

.074
.095
.111
.100

.240^
.113
.030
.045

.240
1.173
.287
.474

Courtesy
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.100
.233
-.036
.013

.045
.057
.067
.061

.135*
.373^
-.052
.020

2.230
4.106
-.534
.219

Humor
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.391
-.003
.030
-.009

.057
.072
.085
.077

.414^
-.004
.035
-.010

6.800
-.047
.353
-.116

Goals
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.213
.034
.102
.035

.054
.069
.081
.074

.243^
.046
.127
.044

3.901
.491
1.255
.477

Note. Appreciation, F(4, 293) = 10.55, p < .001, R2 = .13. Tasks, F(4, 292) = 22.17, p < .001,
R2 = .23. Protection, F(4, 291) = 10.73, p < .001, R2 = .13. Courtesy, F(4, 291) = 15.82, p <
.001, R2 = .18. Humor, F(4, 290) = 15.83, p < .001, R2 = .18. Goals, F(4, 292) = 12.70, p <
.001, R2 = .15. Significant predictor variables in bold. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001.
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Table 11
Multiple Regressions using Psychosocial Development to Predict Conflict Strategies
Criterion/Predictor Variables

B

SEB

β

t

Integrative Strategy
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.505
.466
-.007
-.032

.110
.140
.165
.150

.273^
.298^
-.004
-.019

4.575
3.325
-.042
-.211

Distributive Strategy
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

-.279
-.108
-.074
-.283

.111
.143
.169
.150

-.159*
-.072
-.046
-.178*

-2.522
-.758
-.438
-2.522

Avoidance Strategy
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

-.225
-.080
-.488
-.281

.118
.151
.178
.159

-.112
-.047
-.265†
-.155

-1.901
-.527
-2.738
-1.768

Note. Integrative Strategy, F(4, 290) = 20.32, p < .001, R2 = .22. Distributive
Strategy, F(4, 287) = 12.20, p < .001, R2 = .15. Avoidance Strategy, F(4, 288) =
24.30, p < .001, R2 = .25. Significant predictor variables in bold. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p
< .001.
In the second regression, a significant model was obtained for distributive conflict, F(4,
287) = 12.20, p < .001, R2 = .15, with mature interpersonal relationships (β = -.16, p <
.05) and integrity (β = -.18, p < .05) each serving as unique and significant predictors. In
the third regression, a significant model was obtained for avoidance conflict, F(4, 288) =
24.30, p < .001, R2 = .25, with purpose (β = -.27, p < .001) serving as the only unique and
significant predictor.
Hypotheses Four and Five
The fourth hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
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development would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ relational
satisfaction. Similarly, the fifth hypothesis predicted that doctoral students’ perceived
psychosocial development would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’
communication satisfaction. Both hypothesis four and hypothesis five were supported.
Pearson correlations revealed that all four vectors of psychosocial development were
significantly (p < .001) and positively related to doctoral students’ relational and
communication satisfaction (coefficients ranging from. 25 to .43). All four vectors of
psychosocial development were also related positively (p < .01) to advisors’ relational
and communication satisfaction (coefficients ranging from .38 to .51).
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 12) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication) based on their perceived
psychosocial development. In the first regression, a significant model was obtained for
relational satisfaction, F(4, 292) = 17.57, p < .001, R2 = .20, with mature interpersonal
relationships serving as the only unique and significant predictor (β = .37, p < .001). In
the second regression, a significant model was obtained for communication satisfaction,
F(4, 291) = 21.54, p < .001, R2 = .23, with mature interpersonal relationships again
serving as the only unique and significant predictor.
Hypotheses Six and Seven
The sixth hypothesis predicted that doctoral students’ relational maintenance
behaviors would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ relational
satisfaction. Relatedly, the seventh hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ relational
maintenance behaviors would be associated positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’
communication satisfaction. Both hypothesis six and hypothesis seven were supported.
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Table 12
Multiple Regressions Using Psychosocial Development to Predict Satisfaction
Criterion/ Predictor Variables

B

SEB

β

t

Relational Satisfaction
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.400
.144
.005
-.032

.066
.084
.098
.090

.367^
.157
.005
-.032

6.056
1.714
.056
-.353

Communication Satisfaction
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.565
.182
-.004
.123

.096
.124
.147
.131

.348^
.133
-.003
.084

5.868
1.472
-026
.941

Note. Relational Satisfaction, F(4, 292) = 17.57, p < .001, R2 = .20. Communication
Satisfaction, F(4, 291) = 21.54, p < .001, R2 = .23. Significant predictor variables in bold.
*p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001.

Pearson correlations revealed that all six relational maintenance behaviors were
Table 13
Multiple Regressions using Relational Maintenance Behaviors to Predict Satisfaction
B

SEB

β

T

Relational Satisfaction
Appreciation
Tasks
Protection
Courtesy
Humor
Goals

.119
.052
.433
-.053
.171
.145

.028
.044
.049
.070
.059
.067

.209^
.049
.467^
-.036
.145†
.115*

4.177
1.176
8.792
-.757
2.904
2.174

Communication Satisfaction
Appreciation
Tasks
Protection
Courtesy
Humor
Goals

.151
.075
.504
.021
.274
.392

.042
.065
.072
.103
.086
.097

.180^
.048
.371^
.010
.159†
.212^

4.029
3.186
.207
6.998
1.161
3.613

Criterion/ Predictor Variables

Note. Relational Satisfaction, F(6, 287) = 80.84, p < .001, R2 = .63. Communication
Satisfaction, F(6, 285) = 81.70, p < .001, R2 = .63. Significant predictor variables in bold.
*p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001.
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significantly (p < .001) and positively related to doctoral students’ relational and
communication satisfaction (coefficients ranging from .34 to .73). All six relational
maintenance behaviors were also positively related (p < .05) to advisors’ relational and
communication satisfaction (coefficients ranging from .31 to .54).
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 13) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication) based on their own reports of
relational maintenance behaviors (i.e., appreciation, tasks, protection, courtesy, humor,
goals). In the first regression, a significant model was obtained for relational satisfaction,
F(6, 287) = 80.84, p < .001, R2 = .63, with appreciation (β = .21, p < .001), protection (β
= .47, p < .001), humor (β = .15, p < .01), and goals (β = .12, p < .05) each serving as
unique and significant predictors. In the second regression, a significant model was
obtained for communication satisfaction, F(6, 285) = 81.70, p < .001, R2 = .63, with
appreciation (β = .18, p < .001), protection (β = .37, p < .001), humor (β = .16, p < .01),
and goals (β = .21, p < .05) again serving as unique and significant predictors.
Hypotheses Eight, Nine, Ten, and Eleven
The eighth and ninth hypotheses posited that doctoral students’ use of integrative
conflict strategies would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’
satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication). The tenth and eleventh hypotheses
predicted that doctoral students’ use of distributive and avoidance conflict strategies
would be related negatively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ satisfaction. All four
hypotheses (i.e., eight through eleven) were supported. Pearson correlations revealed that
all three conflict strategies were significantly (p < .001) related in their hypothesized
direction to students’ relational and communication satisfaction (coefficients ranging
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from .41 to .64). All three conflict strategies were also significantly (p < .01) related in
their predicted direction to advisors’ relational and communication satisfaction
(coefficients ranging from .36 to .43).
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 14) were computed to predict doctoral
students satisfaction (i.e., relational and communication) based on their own reports of
conflict strategies (i.e., integrative, distributive, avoidance). In the first regression, a
significant model was obtained for relational satisfaction, F(3, 284) = 63.68, p < .001, R2
= .40, with integrative (β = .47, p < .001) and avoidance (β = -.21, p < .001) strategies
each serving as unique and significant predictors. In the second regression, a significant
model was obtained for communication satisfaction, F(3, 284) = 87.06, p < .001, R2 =
.48, with integrative (β = .53, p < .001) and avoidance (β = -.23, p < .001) strategies again
serving as unique and significant predictors.

Table 14
Multiple Regressions using Conflict Strategies to Predict Satisfaction
B

SEB

Β

t

Relational Satisfaction
Integrative Strategy
Avoidance Strategy
Distributive Strategy

.282
-.116
-.060

031
030
.035

.470^
-.210^
-.097

9.026
-3.917
-1.703

Communication Satisfaction
Integrative Strategy
Avoidance Strategy
Distributive Strategy

.468
-.182
-.076

.043
.041
.048

.531^
-.225^
-.083

10.898
-4.485
-1.562

Criterion/ Predictor Variables

Note. Relational Satisfaction, F(3, 284) = 63.68, p < .001, R2 = .40. Communication
Satisfaction, F(3, 284) = 87.06, p < .001, R2 = .48. Significant predictor variables in
bold. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001.
Hypothesis Twelve
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The twelfth hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ communication behaviors
(i.e., relational maintenance behaviors, conflict strategies) would mediate the relationship
between psychosocial development and student-advisor satisfaction (i.e., relational,
communication). This hypothesis was supported. Evidence of indirect effects were
present throughout each of the 16 parallel mediation models; thus, for the sake of clarity,
these models will be discussed in one of four groups based on their included variables.
Findings from the first group of parallel mediation models (see Figures 8 to 11)
revealed that psychosocial development indirectly influenced relational satisfaction
through its effects on doctoral students’ relational maintenance behaviors. Specifically, in
each of the four calculated models, bias-corrected confidence intervals from 50,000
bootstrap samples were entirely above zero for four of the six relational maintenance
behaviors: appreciation, protection, humor, and goals. The completely standardized
indirect effects for each of these mediators ranged from .030 to .149. Evidence of a direct
effect for mature interpersonal relationships on relational satisfaction also emerged in
Figure 8 (c’ = .123, SE = .049); however, there was no other evidence that doctoral
students’ identity, purpose, or integrity directly influenced relational satisfaction
independently of the effects that were transmitted through the relational maintenance
behaviors. Indirect effects, standard errors, bootstrapped confidence intervals, and
completely standardized indirect effects for the four models can be found in Table 15.
Results from the second group of parallel mediation models (see Figures 12 to 15)
indicated that psychosocial development also indirectly influenced communication
satisfaction through its effects on doctoral students’ relational maintenance behaviors.
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Figure 8
Parallel Mediation Model of Mature Interpersonal Relationships, Relational
Maintenance Behaviors, and Relational Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .624, SE = .119

a2 =.316, SE = .065

a3 =.386, SE = .065

Mature IP
Relationships

a4 =.221, SE = .053

a5 =.386, SE = .059

a6 =.292, SE = .052
=

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .111, SE = .030

b2 = .017, SE = .046

b3 = .423, SE = .053

c’= .123, SE = .049

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Relational
Satisfaction

b4 = -.053, SE =.084

b5 = .138, SE = .059

b6 =.150, SE = .066

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 9
Parallel Mediation Model of Identity, Relational Maintenance Behaviors, and Relational
Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .426, SE = .100

a2 =.357, SE = .058

a3 =.272, SE = .062

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .120, SE = .030

b2 = .038, SE = .043

b3 = .428, SE = .054

c’= .059, SE = .045

Identity

a4 =.252, SE = .052

a5 =.160, SE = .054

a6 =.209, SE = .049
=

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Relational
Satisfaction

b4 = -.051, SE =.082

b5 = .171, SE = .061

b6 =.138, SE = .067

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 10
Parallel Mediation Model of Purpose, Relational Maintenance Behaviors, and Relational
Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .384, SE = .098

a2 =.405, SE = .065

a3 =.284, SE = .066

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .122, SE = .030

b2 = .046, SE = .044

b3 = .424, SE = .052

c’= .024, SE = .043

Purpose

a4 =.219, SE = .056

a5 =.180, SE = .057

a6 =.237, SE = .049
=

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Relational
Satisfaction

b4 = -.028, SE =.081

b5 = .166, SE = .061

b6 =.146, SE = .069

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 11
Parallel Mediation Model of Integrity, Relational Maintenance Behaviors, and
Relational Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .418, SE = .100

a2 =.361, SE = .064

a3 =.275, SE = .066

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .119, SE = .030

b2 = .055, SE = .043

b3 = .433, SE = .052

c’= -.008, SE = .041
.049

Integrity

a4 =.225, SE = .056

a5 =.176, SE = .060

a6 =.221, SE = .052
=

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Relational
Satisfaction

b4 = -.051, SE =.082

b5 = .171, SE = .061

b6 =.146, SE = .068

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Table 15
OLS Path Analyses for the Indirect Effects of Development on Relational
Satisfaction through the Enactment of Relational Maintenance Behaviors

IV

Parallel Mediators

V4

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

V5

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

V6

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

V7

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

DV

ab

SE

95% CI
lower, upper

abcs

Relational
Satisfaction

.069
.005
.163
-.012
.053
.044

.024
.015
.033
.019
.024
.021

.032, .129*
-.024, .035
.105, .238*
-.056, .021
.014, .108*
.008, .093*

.063
.005
.149
-.011
.049
.040

Relational
Satisfaction

.051
.013
.116
-.013
.027
.029

.018
.016
.028
.021
.013
.016

.024, .095*
-.015, .047
.068, .180*
-.060, .024
.008, .062*
.004, .069*

.055
.014
.124
-.014
.029
.031

Relational
Satisfaction

.047
.019
.120
-.006
.030
.034

.018
.018
.031
.018
.015
.019

.020, .092*
-.015, .057
.067, .190*
-.047, .025
.008, .068*
.005, .079*

.046
.018
.117
-.006
.029
.034

Relational
Satisfaction

.050
.020
.119
-.012
.030
.032

.018
.016
.031
.019
.015
.018

.023, .094*
-.009, .056
.066, .189*
-.055, .022
.009, .068*
.005, .076*

.050
.020
.119
-.012
.030
.032

Note. V4, Vector Four (Mature Interpersonal Relationships); V5, Vector Five (Identity); V6,
Vector Six (Purpose); V7, Vector Seven (Integrity); IV, independent variable; DV,
dependent variable; ab, Indirect effect; CI, bootstrapped confidence interval; ab cs,
completely standardized indirect effect. Statistics generated from parallel mediation models
using 50,000 bootstrap samples and bias-corrected confidence intervals. Variables inside the
brackets were analyzed simultaneously so that indirect effects provided represent unique
contributions of each individual mediator (i.e., while controlling for the effects of other
mediators in the model). *Confidence interval excludes zero.
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Specifically, in each of the four models, bias-corrected confidence intervals from 50,000
bootstrap samples were entirely above zero for the same four relational maintenance
behaviors (i.e., appreciation, protection, humor, and goals). The completely standardized
indirect effects for each of these mediators ranged from .033 to .122. Evidence of a direct
effect for mature interpersonal relationships (c’ = .194, SE = .074) and identity (c’ = .142,
SE = .071) on communication satisfaction also emerged in Figure 12 and Figure 13;
however, there was no evidence that doctoral students’ purpose or integrity directly
influenced communication satisfaction independently of its effect on relational
maintenance behaviors. A summary of the indirect effects, standard errors, bootstrapped
confidence intervals, and completely standardized indirect effects for the four models can
be found in Table 16.
Findings from the third group of parallel mediation models (see Figures 16 to 19)
revealed that psychosocial development also indirectly influenced relational satisfaction
through its effects on doctoral students’ conflict strategies. In each of the four calculated
models, bias-corrected confidence intervals from 50,000 bootstrap samples were entirely
above zero for two of the three conflict strategies: integrative and avoidance. The
completely standardized indirect effects for each of these mediators ranged from .059 to
.188. Evidence of a direct effect for mature interpersonal relationships (c’ = .174, SE =
.058) on relational satisfaction emerged in Figure 16; however, there was no evidence to
suggest that students’ identity, purpose, or integrity directly influenced relational
satisfaction independently of the transmitted effects that existed through the conflict
strategies. Indirect effects, standard error, confidence intervals, and completely
standardized indirect effects for the four models can be found in Table 17.
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Figure 12
Parallel Mediation Model of Mature Interpersonal Relationships, Relational
Maintenance Behaviors, and Communication Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .620, SE = .119

a2 =.317, SE = .064

a3 =.386, SE = .065

Mature IP
Relationships

a4 =.221, SE = .053

a5 =.390, SE = .060

a6 =.292, SE = .052
=

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .156, SE = .046

b2 = .078, SE = .082

b3 = .511, SE = .077

c’= .194, SE = .074

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Comm
Satisfaction

b4 = -.015, SE =.121

b5 = .207, SE = .093

b6 =.369, SE = .109

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 13
Parallel Mediation Model of Identity, Relational Maintenance Behaviors, and
Communication Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .418, SE = .100

a2 =.359, SE = .058

a3 =.268, SE = .062

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .152, SE = .049

b2 = .037, SE = .084

b3 = .497, SE = .083

c’= .142, SE = .071

Identity

a4 =.251, SE = .052

a5 =.162, SE = .054

a6 =.207, SE = .049
=

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Comm
Satisfaction

b4 = .007, SE =.118

b5 = .277, SE = .097

b6 =.374, SE = .112

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 14
Parallel Mediation Model of Purpose, Relational Maintenance Behaviors, and
Communication Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .393, SE = .098

a2 =.404, SE = .065

a3 =.289, SE = .067

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .158, SE = .048

b2 = .048, SE = .089

b3 = .489, SE = .080

c’= .096, SE = .075

Purpose

a4 =.222, SE = .056

a5 =.182, SE = .057

a6 =.241, SE = .049
=

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

Comm
Satisfaction

b4 = .049, SE =.116

b5 = .271, SE = .096

b6 =.377, SE = .115

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).

111
Figure 15
Parallel Mediation Model of Integrity, Relational Maintenance Behaviors, and
Communication Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 = .420, SE = .100

a2 =.365, SE = .064

a3 =.276, SE = .067

Appreciation

Tasks

Protection

b1 = .150, SE = .048

b2 = .037, SE = .085

b3 = .504, SE = .078

Comm
Satisfaction

c’= .125, SE = .069
.049

Integrity

a4 =.224, SE = .057

a5 =.178, SE = .060

a6 =.220, SE = .052
=

Courtesy

Humor

Goals

b4 = -.006, SE = .121

b5 = .278, SE = .096

b6 =.370, SE = .113

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Table 16
OLS Path Analyses for the Indirect Effects of Development on Communication
Satisfaction through the Enactment of Relational Maintenance Behaviors

IV

Parallel Mediators

V4

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

V5

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

V6

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

V7

→ Appreciation →
→ Tasks →
→ Protection →
→ Courtesy →
→ Humor →
→ Goals →

DV

ab

SE

95% CI
lower, upper

abcs

Comm
Satisfaction

.096
.025
.197
-.003
.081
.108

.037
.025
.045
.027
.038
.038

.040, .186*
-.024, .077
.120, .299*
-.061, .045
.016, .168*
.046, .196*

.060
.015
.122
-.002
.050
.067

Comm
Satisfaction

.064
.013
.133
.002
.045
.078

.025
.029
.034
.029
.021
.031

.025, .125*
-.041, .073
.076, .212*
-.057, .057
.015, .100*
.030, .155*

.046
.010
.097
.001
.033
.057

Comm
Satisfaction

.062
.019
.142
.011
.049
.091

.025
.034
.037
.025
.023
.035

.024, .126*
-.046, .087
.080, .228*
-.038, .063
.016, .111*
.036, .175*

.041
.013
.094
.007
.033
.060

Comm
Satisfaction

.063
.014
.139
-.001
.050
.082

.025
.030
.039
.027
.023
.033

.025, .126*
-.041, .076
.073, .229*
-.059, .050
.016, .110*
.031, .164*

.043
.009
.095
-.001
.034
.056

Note. V4, Vector Four (Mature Interpersonal Relationships); V5, Vector Five (Identity); V6,
Vector Six (Purpose); V7, Vector Seven (Integrity); IV, independent variable; DV,
dependent variable; ab, Indirect effect; CI, bootstrapped confidence interval; ab cs,
completely standardized indirect effect. Statistics generated from parallel mediation models
using 50,000 bootstrap samples and bias-corrected confidence intervals. Variables inside the
brackets were analyzed simultaneously so that indirect effects provided represent unique
contributions of each individual mediator (i.e., while controlling for the effects of other
mediators in the model). *Confidence interval excludes zero.
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Figure 16
Parallel Mediation Model of Mature Interpersonal Relationships, Conflict Strategies,
and Relational Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.704, SE = .127

a2 = -.631, SE = .122

Mature IP
Relationships
a3 = -.513, SE = .053

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .262, SE = .041

b2 = -.102, SE = .031

c’= .174, SE = .063

Distributive
Conflict

Relational
Satisfaction
b3 = -.038, SE =.047

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).

Figure 17
Parallel Mediation Model of Identity, Conflict Strategies, and Relational Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________

a1 =.624, SE = .117

a2 = -.741, SE = .109

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .282, SE = .042

b2 = -.115, SE = .034

c’= -.001, SE = .058

Identity

a3 = -.477, SE = .123

Distributive
Conflict

Relational
Satisfaction

b3 = -.060, SE =.051

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 18
Parallel Mediation Model of Purpose, Conflict Strategies, and Relational Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.606, SE = .121

a2 = -.896, SE = .101

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .289, SE = .040

b2 = -.122, SE = .035

c’= -.041, SE = .061

Purpose

a3 = -.519, SE = .144

Distributive
Conflict

Relational
Satisfaction
b3 = -.061, SE =.051

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).

Figure 19
Parallel Mediation Model of Integrity, Conflict Strategies, and Relational Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.553, SE = .136

a2 = -.827, SE = .126

Integrity

a3 = -.545, SE = .142

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .287, SE = .039

b2 = -.126, SE = .033

c’= -.050, SE = .056

Distributive
Conflict

Relational
Satisfaction
b3 = -.062, SE =.051

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Table 17
OLS Path Analyses for the Indirect Effects of Development on Relational
Satisfaction through the Enactment of Conflict Strategies

IV

Parallel Mediators

V4

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

V5

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

V6

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

V7

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

DV

ab

SE

95% CI
lower, upper

abcs

Relational
Satisfaction

.184
.064
.019

.041
.023
.022

.115, .277*
.028, .120*
-.021, .066

.171
.059
.018

Relational
Satisfaction

.176
.085
.029

.039
.028
.024

.110, .266*
.038, .149*
-.009, .083

.188
.091
.031

Relational
Satisfaction

.175
.110
.032

.039
.034
.025

.108, .265*
.052, .185*
-.010, .090

.173
.108
.031

.159
.104

.042
.032

.088, .255*
.050, .177*

.158
.104

.034

.026

Relational
Satisfaction

-.011, .091

.034

Note. V4, Vector Four (Mature Interpersonal Relationships); V5, Vector Five (Identity); V6,
Vector Six (Purpose); V7, Vector Seven (Integrity); IV, independent variable; DV,
dependent variable; ab, Indirect effect; CI, bootstrapped confidence interval; ab cs,
completely standardized indirect effect. Statistics generated from parallel mediation models
using 50,000 bootstrap samples and bias-corrected confidence intervals. Variables inside the
brackets were analyzed simultaneously so that indirect effects provided represent unique
contributions of each individual mediator (i.e., while controlling for the effects of other
mediators in the model). *Confidence interval excludes zero.

Results from the final group of parallel mediation models (see Figures 20 to 23)
indicated that psychosocial development also indirectly influenced communication
satisfaction through its effects on doctoral students’ conflict strategies. Specifically, in
each of the four models, bias-corrected confidence intervals from 50,000 bootstrap
samples were entirely above zero for the same two conflict strategies (i.e., integrative and
avoidance). The completely standardized indirect effects for each of these mediators
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ranged from .062 to .206. Again, evidence of a direct effect for mature interpersonal
relationships (c’ = .194, SE = .074) on communication satisfaction emerged in Figure 20;
however, there was no evidence indicating that doctoral students’ identity, purpose, or
integrity directly influenced communication satisfaction independently of its effect on
conflict strategies. A summary of the indirect effects, standard error, confidence intervals,
and completely standardized indirect effects for the four models can be found in Table
18.
Hypothesis Thirteen
The thirteenth hypothesis posited that student-advisor satisfaction (i.e., relational
and communication) would be related positively to perceptions of doctoral students’
persistence and perceived time to degree. This hypothesis was partially supported.
Pearson correlations revealed that doctoral students’ relational and communication
satisfaction were both significantly (p < .001) and positively related to their own
perceptions of persistence and perceived time to degree (coefficients ranging from .29 to
.38). Advisors’ relational (r = .55, p < .001) and communication satisfaction (r = .56, p <
.001) were also significantly related to their perceptions of doctoral students’ perceived
time to degree, but were not significantly associated (p > .05) with their perceptions of
doctoral students’ persistence.
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 19) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ persistence and their perceived time to degree based on their own reported
relational and communication satisfaction. In the first regression, a significant model was
obtained for persistence, F(2, 296) = 25.41, p < .001, R2 = .15, with relational satisfaction
(β = .43, p < .001) serving as the only unique and significant predictor. In the second
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Figure 20
Parallel Mediation Model of Mature Interpersonal Relationships, Conflict Strategies,
and Communication Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.694, SE = .127

a2 = -.629, SE = .122

Mature IP
Relationships
a3 = -.509, SE = .139

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .428, SE = .055

b2 = -.159, SE = .044

c’= .268, SE = .093

Distributive
Conflict

Comm
Satisfaction
b3 = -.063, SE =.060

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).

Figure 21
Parallel Mediation Model of Identity, Conflict Strategies, and Communication
Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.619, SE = .117

a2 = -.732, SE = .109

Identity

a3 = -.473, SE = .123

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .459, SE = .056

b2 = -.172, SE = .048

c’= .049, SE = .088

Distributive
Conflict

Comm
Satisfaction
b3 = -.075, SE =.059

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Figure 22
Parallel Mediation Model of Purpose, Conflict Strategies, and Communication
Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.602, SE = .121

a2 = -.892, SE = .101

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .467, SE = .055

b2 = -.181, SE = .049

c’= .006, SE = .097

Purpose

a3 = -.517, SE = .144

Distributive
Conflict

Comm
Satisfaction
b3 = -.076, SE = .059

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).

Figure 23
Parallel Mediation Model of Integrity, Conflict Strategies, and Communication
Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
a1 =.544, SE = .137

a2 = -.829, SE = .126

Integrity

a3 = -.542, SE = .142

Integrative
Conflict

Avoidance
Conflict

b1 = .460, SE = .055

b2 = -.167, SE = .047

c’= .075, SE = .086

Distributive
Conflict

Comm
Satisfaction
b3 = -.073, SE =.060

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Unstandardized coefficients shown in figure. Solid paths are significant (p < .05).
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Table 18
OLS Path Analyses for the Indirect Effects of Development on Communication
Satisfaction through the Enactment of Conflict Strategies

IV

Parallel Mediators

V4

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

V5

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

V6

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

V7

→ Integrative →
→ Avoidance →
→ Distributive →

DV

ab

SE

95% CI
lower, upper

abcs

Comm.
Satisfaction

.297
.100
.032

.062
.033
.030

.188, .435*
.047, .182*
-.021, .096

.185
.062
.020

Comm.
Satisfaction

.284
.126
.036

.060
.039
..028

.181, .418*
.059, .216*
-.014, .098

.206
.091
.026

Comm.
Satisfaction

.280
.161
.039

.061
.048
.030

.177, .420*
.081, .271*
-.016, .102

.188
.108
.026

.250
.139

.064
.045

.139, .394*
.064, .241*

.170
.094

.039

.032

-.019, .106

.027

Comm.
Satisfaction

Note. V4, Vector Four (Mature Interpersonal Relationships); V5, Vector Five (Identity); V6,
Vector Six (Purpose); V7, Vector Seven (Integrity); IV, independent variable; DV,
dependent variable; ab, Indirect effect; CI, bootstrapped confidence interval; ab cs,
completely standardized indirect effect. Statistics generated from parallel mediation models
using 50,000 bootstrap samples and bias-corrected confidence intervals. Variables inside the
brackets were analyzed simultaneously so that indirect effects provided represent unique
contributions of each individual mediator (i.e., while controlling for the effects of other
mediators in the model). *Confidence interval excludes zero.

regression, a significant model was obtained for perceived time to degree, F(2, 295) =
22.67, p < .001, R2 = .13, with relational satisfaction (β = .27, p < .05) again serving as
the only unique and significant predictor.
Hypothesis Fourteen
The fourteenth hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
development would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of
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students’ persistence and perceived time to degree. Hypothesis 14a was supported,
whereas hypothesis 14b was partially supported. Pearson correlations revealed that all
four vectors of psychosocial development were significantly (p < .001) and positively
related to doctoral students’ persistence and perceived time to degree (coefficients
ranging from. 25 to .43). All four vectors of psychosocial development were also related
positively (p < .05) to advisors’ reports of students’ perceived time to degree (coefficients
ranging from .27 to .32); however, none of the four vectors were significantly (p > .05)
related to advisors’ reports of students’ persistence.
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 20) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ persistence and their perceived time to degree based on their reported
psychosocial development. In the first regression, a significant model was obtained for
persistence, F(4, 293) = 6.54, p < .001, R2 = .08, with mature interpersonal relationships
(β = .15, p < .05) serving as the only unique and significant predictor. In the second
regression, a significant model was obtained for perceived time to degree, F(4, 292) =
10.21, p < .001, R2 = .12, with mature interpersonal relationships (β = .19, p < .01) again
serving as the only unique and significant predictor.
Hypothesis Fifteen
The fifteenth hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
development would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of
students’ academic preparedness and quality of work. This hypothesis was supported.
Pearson correlations revealed that all four vectors of psychosocial development were
significantly (p < .001) and positively related to doctoral students’ perceptions of their
own academic preparedness and quality of work (coefficients ranging from .39 to
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Table 19
Multiple Regressions using Satisfaction to Predict Doctoral Student Attrition
Variables
Criterion/ Predictor Variables

B

SEB

Β

t

Persistence
Relational Satisfaction
Communication Satisfaction

1.249
-.116

.374
.254

.428^
-.051^

3.342
-.396

Perceived Time to Degree
Relational Satisfaction
Communication Satisfaction

.121
.033

.031
.040

.470*
.106

2.054
.822

Note. Persistence, F(2, 296) = 25.41, p < .001, R2 = .15. Perceived time to degree,
F(2, 295) = 22.67, p < .001, R2 = .13. Significant predictor variables in bold. *p < .05,
†
p< .01, ^p < .001.

Table 20
Multiple Regressions using Psychosocial Development to Predict Student Attrition
Variables
Criterion/ Predictor Variables

B

SEB

β

t

Persistence
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.459
.215
.213
.097

.196
.249
.293
.266

.151*
.084
.076
.035

2.336
.862
.725
.366

Communication Satisfaction
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.093
.021
.008
.097

.031
.040
.047
.043

.187†
.049
.018
.164

2.960
.516
.178
1.735

Note. Persistence, F(4, 293) = 6.54, p < .001, R2 = .08. Perceived time to degree, F(4,
292) = 81.70, p < .001, R2 = .12. Significant predictor variables in bold. *p < .05, †p<
.01, ^p < .001.
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.54). All four vectors of psychosocial development were also significantly (p < .05) and
positively related to advisors’ perceptions of doctoral students’ academic preparedness
and quality of work (coefficients ranging from .32 to .46).
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 21) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ academic preparedness and their quality of work based on their reported
psychosocial development. In the first regression, a significant model was obtained for
academic preparedness, F(4, 287) = 46.26, p < .001, R2 = .39, with mature interpersonal
relationships (β = .16, p < .01) and purpose (β = .34, p < .001) each serving as unique and
significant predictors. In the second regression, a significant model was obtained for
quality of work, F(4, 289) = 35.52, p < .001, R2 = .33, with mature interpersonal
relationships (β = .16, p < .01) and purpose (β = .25, p < .01) again serving as unique and
significant predictors.
Hypothesis Sixteen
The sixteenth hypothesis posited that doctoral students’ perceived psychosocial
development would be related positively to (a) students’ and (b) advisors’ perceptions of
students’ research self-efficacy and research productivity. This hypothesis was partially
supported. Pearson correlations revealed that all four vectors of psychosocial
development were significantly (p < .001) and positively related to doctoral students’
perceptions of their own research self-efficacy (coefficients ranging from .41 to .48);
however, only mature interpersonal relationships (r = .16, p < .01) and purpose (r = .14, p
< .05) were significantly related to doctoral students’ research productivity. Moreover, all
four vectors of psychosocial development were significantly (p < .01) and positively
related to advisors’ perceptions of doctoral students’ research self-efficacy (coefficients
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ranging from .42 to .47); but, advisors were not asked to complete the research
productivity measure as they were deemed unqualified to complete many of the items.
Two post-hoc OLS regressions (see Table 22) were computed to predict doctoral
students’ research self-efficacy and research productivity based on their perceived
psychosocial development. In the first regression, a significant model was obtained for
research self-efficacy, F(4, 282) = 27.96, p < .001, R2 = .28, with mature interpersonal
relationships (β = .21, p < .001) and purpose (β = .25, p < .01) each serving as unique and
significant predictors. In the second regression, a significant model was obtained for
research productivity, F(4, 259) = 3.93, p < .01, R2 = .06, with mature interpersonal
relationships (β = .15, p < .05) serving as the only unique and significant predictor.
Table 21
Multiple Regressions using Psychosocial Development to Students’ Academic Preparedness
and Quality of Work
Criterion/ Predictor Variables

B

SEB

β

t

Academic Preparedness
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.387
.281
.736
.201

.127
.162
.189
.173

.161†
.139
.335^
.093

3.042
1.740
3.888
1.167

Quality of Work
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.189
.152
.267
.109

.064
.082
.097
.087

.164†
.157
.252†
.104

2.962
1.860
2.748
1.254

Note. Academic preparedness, F(4, 287) = 46.26, p < .001, R2 = .39. Quality of work, F(4,
289) = 35.52, p < .001, R2 = .33. Significant predictor variables in bold. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p
< .001.
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Table 22
Multiple Regressions using Psychosocial Development to Students’ Research SelfEfficacy and Research Productivity
Criterion/ Predictor Variables

B

SEB

β

t

Research Self-Efficacy
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.302
.071
.335
.158

.085
.106
.125
.114

.206^
.058
.251†
.120

3.561
.670
2.676
1.380

Research Productivity
Mature IP Relationships
Identity
Purpose
Integrity

.653
.369
.845
-.867

.312
.385
.455
.407

.148*
.102
.212
-.226

2.094
.958
1.857
-2.119

Note. Research self-efficacy, F(4, 282) = 27.96, p < .001, R2 = .28. Research
productivity, F(4, 259) = 3.93, p < .01, R2 = .06. Significant predictor variables in
bold. *p < .05, †p< .01, ^p < .001.
Summary
The results that were obtained in this chapter indicate that doctoral students’
psychosocial development is generally related positively to (a) students’ communication
behaviors with their advisor, (b) student-advisor satisfaction, (c) students’ persistence and
time to degree, and (d) students’ success in graduate school. Moreover, students’
communication behaviors, relational outcomes, and personal outcomes are also positively
interrelated with each other. Based on the mediation analyses, the effects of psychosocial
development on students’ relational and communication satisfaction appears to be
transmitted through the relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies they use
with their advisor. To some extent, the relationships that were uncovered in this chapter
are evident to both doctoral students and their advisors, as significant relationships were
discovered in the larger student sample, as well as the smaller dyadic sample.
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CHAPTER IV
Discussion
The general purpose of this dissertation was to examine how psychosocial
development affects doctoral students’ relationship with their advisor and indicators of
success in graduate school. More specifically, this dissertation had three main objectives.
The first objective was to integrate Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors of
psychosocial development into the doctoral education context in order to understand how
progression along the vectors is associated with communication behaviors that students
enact with their advisor. The second objective was to investigate the extent to which
doctoral students’ psychosocial development and communication behaviors functioned
together to affect satisfaction in the doctoral student-advisor relationship. The third
objective was to explore the influence of psychosocial development on doctoral students’
attrition and success in graduate school. In line with these objectives, this chapter
discusses the collective results of the study, interprets the implications of the findings,
reviews the limitations of the dissertation, and provides directions for future research.
The results from this study can be summarized into five sets of findings. The first
set of findings center on psychosocial development’s association with doctoral students’
use of relational maintenance behaviors with their advisor. In general, this set of results
suggests that doctoral students who develop further along Chickering and Reisser’s
(1993) vectors of psychosocial development are more likely to maintain their
relationships with their advisors. Specifically, students who are psychosocially mature
appear to be more inclined to (a) express their gratitude about the student-advisor
relationship (i.e., appreciation), (b) exude effort to complete their responsibilities in a
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timely manner (i.e., tasks), (c) maintain a positive image of their advisor in conversations
with peers and faculty (i.e., protection), (d) make an effort to be respectful and polite, (e)
laugh with their advisor while partaking in social events (i.e., humor), and (f) consult
their advisor about future career plans (i.e., goals). Taken together, these findings indicate
that as students grow psychosocially, they develop various interpersonal skills (including
relational maintenance behaviors) and aspects of themselves (including elements of their
identity) which are used to cultivate and sustain a successful working relationship with
their advisor in graduate school (Bair et al., 2004; Tessmer, 2012).
One explanation for these results may be found in the social identity literature.
Establishing an identity (i.e., vector five) is at the center of Chickering and Reisser’s
(1993) theory as it is formed by students’ maturity in previous vectors and influences
their progression in vectors yet to come (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). In fact,
Chickering and Reisser noted that identity is the vector under which “all the [other]
developmental vectors could be classified” (p. 173). Identity is also a central tenet of selfexpansion theory (Aron, Mashek, & Aron, 2004), which communication researchers have
recently adopted into the relational maintenance literature (Ledbetter, 2013; Ledbetter,
Stassen, Muhammad, & Kotey, 2010). Self-expansion theory focuses on shared identities,
which encompass “the features that distinguish the person from other people and objects,
primarily the characteristics, memories, and other features that locate the person in social
and physical space” (Aron et al., 2004, p. 28). Using this definition and framework,
Ledbetter, Stassen-Ferrara, and Dowd (2013) argued that identity plays a central role in
predicting the use of relational maintenance behaviors and possibly other communication
behaviors such as conflict strategies. Ledbetter and colleagues (2013) conceptualized
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“relational partners as communally oriented, [and] driven to expand their sense of self”
(p. 40), thus suggesting that individuals have a need to communicate with others which
corresponds with their need to reinforce their own identity. For doctoral students who
desire a career in academia, both of these needs involve maintaining a relationship with
their advisor who likely embodies aspects of their own ideal identity. Put differently,
mature doctoral students are able to recognize that part of their identity in graduate school
is dependent upon the relationship they have with their advisor; thus, they engage in
efforts to maintain this relationship to the best of their ability. Although self-expansion
theory has previously been limited to romantic relationships (Ledbetter, 2013), the initial
conclusion that identity plays an essential role in predicting communication behaviors
and relational success is parallel with the results found in this study and is congruent with
previous psychosocial development research (Thomas & Chickering, 1984). Put simply,
the establishment of an identity appears to explain individuals’ maintenance behaviors
because it epitomizes the primary “representation of the self” (Aron et al., 2004, p. 38).
The second set of findings focus on the significant associations that emerged
between psychosocial development and doctoral students’ use of conflict strategies with
their advisor. These relationships indicate that as students progress through Chickering
and Reisser’s (1993) vectors, they become more likely to use integrative strategies and
less likely to use distributive and avoidance strategies to handle the conflict they
encounter with their advisor. In other words, as students learn to develop mature
interpersonal relationships, establish their own personal identity, and cultivate purpose
and integrity for their behavior, they also become more likely to address their conflict in a
way that is direct and mutually beneficial for themselves and their advisor. On the other
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hand, students who do not mature psychosocially appear to be more inclined to handle
their disagreements by using selfish and contemptuous methods of conflict resolution
(i.e., distributive); or, they may prefer to avoid instances of conflict altogether.
One explanation for this set of results can be found in the communication
literature which suggests that the effect of psychosocial development on conflict
strategies is related to an increase in communication competence (Canary et al., 2001;
Canary & Spitzberg, 1989; Cupach & Spitzberg, 1983). Spitzberg (1983) referred to
communication competence as a “broader set of concerns entailed in communicative
motivation, knowledge, and skills… [that] relate to functionally effective communication
appropriate to its context” (p. 323). Although communication competence was not
directly assessed in this dissertation, the notion of effectively and appropriately
communicating in a variety of situations is congruent with psychosocial development in
that both require individuals to monitor their perceived personal image (or identity), and
either maintain or alter this perception in the minds of others through communication
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Thus, the effects of development on students’ conflict
strategies may be attributable to the image that mature students are able to project into the
minds of others (e.g., advisors, faculty, peers) through effective and appropriate
communicative messages. Doctoral students arguably become more competent and
therefore use more integrative conflict strategies when they develop mature interpersonal
relationships (i.e., vector four) and establish their identity (i.e., vector five). As students
cultivate relationships they also acquire the experience of handling conflict, thus creating
learning opportunities that can be applied to the advisory relationship; moreover, as
students develop their mature identity they likely use conflict strategies that align with
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this desired perception. In other words, psychosocially developed doctoral students are
more likely to handle their conflict using integrative strategies because they have practice
in negotiating interpersonal conflict and use their experiences to address disagreements in
a way that coincides with their ideal personal and social identity (c.f., Gross et al., 2004).
The third set of findings deal with the mediated relationships that emerged
between psychosocial development, relational maintenance behaviors, conflict strategies,
and student-advisor satisfaction. These results indicate that as doctoral students progress
along Chickering and Reisser’s vectors of psychosocial development, they also acquire
the ability to effectively communicate with their advisor, which in turn promotes
satisfaction in the student-advisor relationship. Conversely, doctoral students who lack
psychosocial maturity are less inclined to use effective communication behaviors, and
thus, are less likely to experience relational and communication satisfaction with their
advisor. Put differently, the communication behaviors in which students enact as a result
of their psychosocial maturity serve as mediating variables between development and
student-advisor satisfaction. These mediated relationships are rather consistent for each
of Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) developmental vectors, with the exception of mature
interpersonal relationships (i.e., vector four), which maintained a unique direct effect on
satisfaction despite simultaneously accounting for the indirect effects that were exhibited
through students’ communication behaviors. In other words, the extent to which students
experience satisfaction in their advisory relationships is related positively to their own
psychosocial development; however, for the most part, there is no evidence to suggest
that this influence exist independently of its effect on doctoral students’ relational
maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies.
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This set of findings is similar to conclusions drawn from the undergraduate
literature in which growth along the vectors is believed to alter students’ behavior and
consequently their psychosocial characteristics and related outcomes (see Martin, 2000).
As Reisser (1995) explained, psychosocial maturation brings with it a host of observable
changes, most frequently seen in the way students interact and get along with others. It is
through these interactions that psychosocial development affects students’ relationships
and ultimately their satisfaction in college (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Put differently,
students who are psychosocially mature tend to enjoy satisfying relationships with others
(e.g., their advisor) because they behave in a way that is pleasant, thoughtful, and socially
responsible (Chickering & Braskamp, 2009). Relatedly, Tinto (1993) claimed in his
theory of student departure that development coupled with positive social interactions
with peers, faculty members, and advisors, function together to enhance students’ social
integration, which includes successful interpersonal relationships in college. Although
such claims are derived from the undergraduate context, the findings from this study
combined with the literature on doctoral education (e.g., Bair & Haworth, 2005; Gardner,
2009; Walker et al., 2008) suggest that similar takeaways can be made about doctoral
students’ communication behavior and interpersonal interactions which appear to play a
mediating role in the relationship between psychosocial development and satisfaction.
The fourth set of findings center on the associations between the vectors of
psychosocial development and variables related to doctoral student attrition. Specifically,
the results from this study suggest that as doctoral students become more psychosocially
developed, they also become more inclined to persist until graduation and are more likely
to complete their degree in a timely fashion. Advisors’ reports also indicate that greater
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psychosocial maturity is associated with perceived time to degree; however, no
significant associations were uncovered between doctoral students’ self-reports of
psychosocial development and advisors’ reports of doctoral students’ persistence.
Nonetheless, these results suggest that doctoral student attrition is influenced, to some
degree, by the extent to which students have cultivated mature interpersonal
relationships, established an identity, developed purpose, and developed integrity.
This set of findings may be explained by the fact that psychosocial development
deters doctoral students from quitting their respective programs by helping to foster and
maintain beneficial relationships with other individuals in the graduate education context.
Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) noted, “the influence of interpersonal interaction with
these groups [i.e., faculty members and peers] is manifested in intellectual outcomes as
well as in changes in attitudes, values, aspirations and a number of psychosocial
characteristics (p. 620). Put differently, as students progress along Chickering and
Reisser’s (1993) vectors of psychosocial development, not only are they able to cultivate
and maintain mature interpersonal relationships through newly acquired social skills, they
are also able to apply these skills in a way that helps them to persist through graduate
school (Gardner, 2009). Specifically, it is through the relationships that doctoral students
have with members of their cohort, faculty members in their department, and particularly
the advisor of their dissertation, that many students acquire the informational, tangible,
and emotional support that is needed to attain a doctoral degree (Golde, 2000). In short,
then, the relationship found in this dissertation between psychosocial development and
students’ perceived time to degree and persistence in graduate school illustrates “how and
why relationships matter” within the doctoral education context (Sweitzer, 2009, p. 30).
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The fifth set of findings deal with the positive relationships that exist between
psychosocial development and doctoral students’ success in graduate school. Students
who are further developed along Chickering and Reisser’s vectors of psychosocial
development are also more likely to be perceived as academically prepared. Moreover,
students are perceived as producing a better quality of work, demonstrating greater
research self-efficacy, and to some extent, producing more scholarly achievements (e.g.,
publications, conferences papers) when they report greater psychosocial maturation. To a
certain degree, these results suggest that students’ interpersonal relationships, identity,
purpose, and integrity positively influence their success as students at the doctoral level.
This set of findings is likely explained by the fact that psychosocial maturity
enhances the skills, knowledge, and confidence that is necessary to flourish in graduate
school and eventually succeed in academia (Gardner and Barnes, 2007). Gardner (2009)
observed that “psychosocial development is at work throughout all phases of the doctoral
student experience, specifically as the student seeks not only to become competent in his
or her subject matter, but also to establish a professional identity through attainment of
this new degree” (p. 21). As doctoral students become more knowledgeable in their
subject area and solidify their professional and personal identity, they also acquire a
related set of abilities (e.g., teaching, writing, deliberating) which help them to
accomplish their day-to-day responsibilities (Austin & McDaniels, 2006). Moreover, the
development of these skills not only translate to short-term success (e.g., research
productivity; Cavendish, 2007), but also have significant long-term benefits as they are
beneficial to faculty members throughout their entire career. In other words, psychosocial
development likely serves as a catalyst for the acquirement of intellectual and
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professional skills which contribute to the completion of doctoral degrees and assist
students and faculty members throughout their entire tenure in academia (Austin, 2002).
In summary, these five sets of findings attest to the importance of psychosocial
development in the doctoral education context and suggest that progression along
Chickering and Reisser’s vectors is associated with a host of relational and educational
benefits for students. From a relational perspective, psychosocial development appears to
enhance doctoral students’ social competence and subsequently the satisfaction they
experience in their advisory relationship. From an educational perspective, psychosocial
development seems to promote doctoral students’ success in graduate school and
potentially their future career by equipping them with the necessary skill set that is
needed to succeed in academia. As Austin (2002) noted, these relationships and “the
development of graduate students as prospective faculty members is shaped by many
factors that take place in a nonlinear, complex way” (p. 102). In other words, although
the effects may be intricate and indirect, growth along Chickering and Reisser’s vectors is
unquestionably a positive experience for doctoral students that ultimately encourages
their relationships with others and improves their performance in graduate school.
Theoretical and Practical Implications
The findings from this dissertation have both theoretical and practical
implications. On a theoretical level, this dissertation extends Chickering and Reisser’s
(1993) vectors of psychosocial development in three significant ways: (a) it quantitatively
adopts the vectors into the doctoral education context; (b) it demonstrates the
relationships that exist between psychosocial growth and actual communication
behaviors; and (c) it establishes the mechanisms through which psychosocial maturity
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influences student outcomes. Moreover, while the original tenets of the theory have been
in existence for nearly half a century (Chickering, 1969), results from this dissertation
suggest the possibility that the vectors of psychosocial development may need to be
reevaluated/revised to encompass the unique changes brought about by doctoral
education and potentially the advanced level of maturity reached by graduate students.
Although the vectors of psychosocial development have been used extensively to
explore undergraduate students’ maturation in college (see Evans et al., 2010; Jones &
Abes, 2013; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), the theory has only been applied to the
doctoral education context as a guiding theoretical perspective or framework for
conducting qualitative investigations (Gardner, 2009; Tessmer, 2012). This study
empirically integrated Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors of psychosocial
development into the doctoral education literature by successfully adapting previous
quantitative instruments from the undergraduate context to explore the effects of
psychosocial development on doctoral students’ relational and personal outcomes.
Similar to conclusions from the undergraduate literature in which psychosocial
development has been labeled as critical to students’ success and well-being (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005), progression along Chickering and Reisser’s vectors at the doctoral
level appears to be related positively to a host of social, individual, and educational
benefits. This initial evidence and original adaptation of one of the most widely
recognized developmental theories is important because it reinforces the notion that
psychosocial development, “in all its complexity and orneriness, [serves] as the unifying
purpose for higher education” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. xv).
This dissertation also extends Chickering and Reisser’s vectors by examining the
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relationships that exist between psychosocial maturity and the development of students’
actual communication behaviors. Specifically, this dissertation extended the theory by
supporting a primary assumption of the psychosocial development literature in that
behavior, or more accurately communication, is the primary outlet through which the
effects of development are conveyed (Newman & Newman, 2014). Although Chickering
himself has mentioned that communication is vital to the process of psychosocial
development (Chickering, 1974; Chickering & Braskamp, 2009; Thomas & Chickering,
1984), this study provides the rare empirical support that has historically been lacking
from this claim by identifying two communication behaviors (i.e., relational maintenance
behaviors, conflict strategies) on which psychosocial development has a positive effect.
Such findings not only help to validate Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors, but also
demonstrate a successful merger of the developmental and communication literatures.
The third extension of Chickering and Reisser’s theory stems from the mediation
analyses conducted in this dissertation, which provides a mechanism to explain the
effects of psychosocial development on satisfaction, as well as potentially other common
outcome variables and characteristics (see Lounsbury et al., 2005; Martin, 2000).
Specifically, the results of this study suggest that while psychosocial development has
been accurately described as a positive internal process capable of generating both
individual and relational benefits for students (Reisser, 1995), the effects generated on the
latter (i.e., relational success) appear to be transmitted by students’ efforts to maintain
their interpersonal relationships and handle conflict through effective and appropriate
communication (Canary et al., 2001; Cupach et al., 2010; Spitzberg & Hecht, 1984). In
other words, relational maintenance behaviors and conflict strategies may be important
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intervening variables for explaining the positive interpersonal outcomes that result from
an increase in psychosocial development. Moreover, this extension addresses one of the
significant criticisms raised against Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors, which is the
lack of postulates and/or specific predictions found within the theory (Kuh, 1988).
Of course, it is also possible that the vectors of psychosocial development operate
differently for doctoral students altogether, which in that case would require a significant
revision/overhaul to the original theoretical framework (Chickering, 1969; Chickering &
Reisser, 1993). Granted, evidence for this conclusion did not necessarily emerge in this
dissertation, as all of the hypothesized relationships were either fully or partially
supported. However, because of the vast differences that exist between doctoral students
and undergraduates (Hodgson & Simoni, 1995), and because doctoral degrees foster
opportunities “for increased psychosocial development that may not have been
encountered during previous academic experiences” (Tessmer, 2012, p. 276), further
investigations using both inductive and deductive methodologies may be warranted to
determine if psychosocial development is indeed similar in both the undergraduate and
graduate education context, or if significant revisions are needed to the vectors/theory.
This dissertation also has several practical implications. In fact, Chickering was
adamant about using psychosocial development research in a pragmatic and realistic way
as he noted that the vectors were “not written to advance theory per se but rather to
improve practice” (Thomas & Chickering, 1984, p. 394). In line with this sentiment,
several practical implications can be drawn from this dissertation to improve the doctoral
student experience in graduate school. Practitioners, administrators, and student affairs
personnel can use the results of this study to enhance doctoral students’ socialization
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practices by helping them to assimilate into their role as a graduate student and preparing
them for their future responsibilities in academia. In the doctoral context, socialization
has been defined as the process by which individuals learn to adopt the values, attitudes,
skills, and knowledge needed for membership in a given society, organization, or group
(Gardner, 2010). In other words, doctoral student socialization is a desired outcome for
graduate programs, but also an important predictor of students’ growth and maturity
because “thinking about socialization as a developmental process essentially ascribes a
serial nature to the development of identity, commitment, and role acquisition” (Antony,
2002, p. 364). Therefore, based on the results of this dissertation which found that
progression along Chickering and Reisser’s vectors was associated positively with
doctoral students’ academic preparedness, it is suggested that graduate programs make
both formal and informal efforts to encourage psychosocial development as the effects
could yield significant contributions to students’ career readiness and future success.
One way that practitioners can promote doctoral students’ psychosocial
development and consequently their socialization and academic preparedness is through
preparing future faculty (PFF) programs (see Jones et al., 2004; O’Meara & Jaeger, 2006;
Richlin & Essignton, 2004). PFF programs “encourage higher education institutions to
broaden the preparation of doctoral students who aspire to become faculty… [by asking]
mentors, not just those at doctoral institutions, to bring their intellectual and experiential
knowledge to the professional development of the next generation of academics” (Golde,
2004, p. 29). Since 1993, these programs have grown and diversified significantly;
however, their fundamental purpose has remained constant: helping doctoral students
acquire the skills needed to teach, research, and provide service to others (Gaff, 2002).
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Moreover, many PFF programs recognize that “knowledge of one’s field is necessary but
not sufficient” thus they encourage doctoral students to also “find an appropriate fit
between their interests and the needs of an institution and expand the range of their
options for an academic career” (Adams, 2002, p. 6). The results from this study might
easily coincide with PFF programs and could be used to educate doctoral students about
the significance of psychosocial maturity and the importance of developing one’s identity
in graduate school. Specifically, PFF programs could begin to identify the potential
deficiencies that students have across Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors and work
to enhance doctoral student development by constructing vector-specific programs that
are tailored to meet individuals’ needs and shortcomings. Such work may have numerous
long-term academic benefits as faculty members who know how to integrate their identity
with their professional responsibilities are more likely to make meaningful contributions
through teaching, research, and service (Austin, Connolly, & Colbeck, 2008).
This dissertation also yields practical implications for advisors and graduate
faculty members. Advisors should recognize that they play a critical role in the
psychosocial development of doctoral students and share some responsibility (within
reason) for the maturation of students’ identity (Tessmer, 2012). That being said, advisors
may be limited in the extent to which they can encourage growth along each of the
specific vectors. For instance, advisors can arguably promote the development of identity
(i.e., vector five) by discussing with students who they want to be as scholars, teachers,
and academics. Such conversations would even be in accordance with one of advisors’
many responsibilities which is to develop doctoral students into their desired professional
image (c.f., Bair et al., 2004). Likewise, advisors can engage in casual conversations
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about students’ short-term and long-term career goals, thus helping to provide purpose
(i.e., vector six) to their future actions and behaviors. Yet, for many advisors, promoting
integrity (i.e., vector seven) may be beyond the realm of possibility as growth in
Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) final vector requires “not only increased congruence
between behavior and values, but also movement toward responsibility for self and others
and the consistent ability to thoughtfully apply ethical principles” (p. 236). Development
in the seventh vector may continue to occur long after students leave their doctoral
program, and thus advisors influence on students’ integrity may be limited. That being
said, advisors who continue to serve a mentoring capacity to doctoral students after
graduation may be more likely to contribute to the development of students’ integrity as
these types of relationships tend to offer professional, relational, and personal advice
throughout the span of several years or decades (Kogler Hill et al., 1989).
Finally, the results from this dissertation have direct implications for doctoral
students. Put simply, upon entering and leaving their respective program, students are
encouraged to ask themselves: Who do I want to be and what is required of me to get
there? At first glance, these two questions seem rudimentary; however, upon further
inspection they encapsulate the final three vectors of psychosocial development (i.e.,
identity, purpose, integrity; Chickering & Reisser, 1993) and are instrumental in
determining whether students are ready for a career after graduate school (Daresh &
Playko, 1995). Based on the findings in this study, one resource that may aid students in
answering these questions is mature interpersonal relationships (Reisser, 1995).
Specifically, doctoral students are encouraged to be approachable and seek out members
of their cohort early in the doctoral experience (e.g., the first week of classes) in order to
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cultivate relationships with their peers. In graduate school, these relationships can help
reduce the competitive and potentially hostile climate that many students experience
while earning their doctorate, and instead, replace it with a collaborative environment that
is characterized by cooperation and collegiality (Golde, 2004). Moreover, these social
connections with peers yield a plethora of relational and academic benefits throughout
graduate school as they serve as vital sources of emotional, tangible, and informational
support (Gardner, 2009). To maximize these benefits, students should take advantage of
opportunities such as graduate student orientations, peer-mentoring and PFF programs,
and even university-sponsored social events, as the peer-to-peer interactions that occur
during these activities likely promote the growth of mature interpersonal relationships
and consequently psychosocial development.
Limitations and Future Directions
There are five limitations of this dissertation that should be considered when
interpreting the results of this study. The first limitation involves the structural validity of
the utilized instruments. Levine (2005) advocated for communication researchers to
subject their measurement choices to CFAs because “valid measurement is absolutely
essential for meaningful empirical research” (p. 335). However, as evident from the
summary of CFAs provided above (see Table 7), the instruments used in this dissertation
failed to reach the recommended criteria of good-fitting models set forth by researchers
such as Brown (2015), Hu and Bentler (1999), and Kline (2011). Specifically, none of the
measures used in this study completely met the following criteria: (a) non-significant chisquare value, (b) an RMSEA value below .10, (c) an SRMR value below .06, and (d) a
CFI value above .95. Although measures such as the Advisee Relational Maintenance
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Scale (Mansson & Myers, 2012) and Relations with Other People Subscale (Baker &
Siryk, 1989) met several of the recommended criteria, the indices for these instruments
suggested that the scales fit the data moderately at best. Granted, the evaluation of CFAs
is “complicated by the fact that fit indices are often differentially affected by various
aspects of the analytic situation, such as sample size, model complexity, estimation
method…amount and type of misspecification, normality of data, and type of data”
(Brown, 2015, p. 74); nonetheless, the scales used in this dissertation failed to factor as
expected, thus creating a concern to the validity of the study and the results uncovered.
That said, because the instruments had been validated in previous investigations,
the decision was made not to modify the measures used in this study to better fit the data
(e.g., by correlating error terms or dropping poor loading items). Without theoretical or
empirical rationale for doing so, modifications (i.e., additions) and/or specifications (i.e.,
removals) to CFAs call into question the integrity of the data (see Schreiber, Nora, Stage,
Barlow, & King, 2006). Moreover, because “a defining principle of CFA is that the
hypothesized factor model is formulated before the data are collected” (Morrison, 2009,
p. 201), the scales were kept in their original form, despite the poor model fit. It is
recommended that scholars reexamine the measures used in this dissertation to determine
if revisions can be made to improve the performance of the instruments.
The second limitation deals with the participants’ responses to the outcome
variables of this dissertation. Specifically, this limitation is centered on two concerns: (a)
the potential of isomorphism between relational satisfaction and communication
satisfaction and (b) the overall positive skew that was evident in both doctoral students’
and advisors’ responses. As seen in Table 8, the correlation coefficient between relational
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satisfaction and communication satisfaction was extremely high (r = .91, p < .001). In
situations where two variables correlate above .70, it is possible that researchers are
“measuring the same construct” as correlations of this magnitude suggest that the
variables in question are “too redundant to be treated as individual indicators” (Meyers,
Gamst, & Guarino, 2013, p. 229). Although relational satisfaction and communication
satisfaction are conceptually unique (c.f., Goodboy et al., 2009), the correlation of .91
suggests that participants in this study were either (a) unable to distinguish between the
two operationalizations or (b) identified the concepts as overlapping variables. Relatedly,
this concern may be associated with the positive bias that was seen throughout most of
the outcome variables in this study. While advisors were solicited in addition to doctoral
students to overcome self-report biases, an examination of the composite and item means
(see Tables 4, 5, and 6) indicates that the data were significantly skewed (with skewness
values ranging from -1.502 to -.820) for both advisors’ and students’ perceptions of the
outcome variables (i.e., including relational and communication satisfaction). This
particular limitation is problematic because it is likely that not all doctoral students fall
into the estimated range of success that was reported on in this study; thus, the results
may not be truly representative of all students, specifically those who struggle to succeed
or who have a poor relationship with their advisor. This concern may be attributable to
the sampling strategies that were used to solicit participants (e.g., petitioning students
who were currently enrolled and asking advisors to report on the student in which they
have worked with the longest) as these methods may have inadvertently excluded a
particular group of potential participants (e.g., first-year doctoral students). Doctoral
students who participated in this study reported working with their advisor for an average
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of 30 months, whereas students who had negative advisory relationships may have
already decided to quit their doctoral program before this time. As such, future
investigations are encouraged to target first-year doctoral students and those who recently
decided to quit graduate school to determine whether the findings in this study are
applicable to their experiences or whether they differ as a result of their circumstances.
The third limitation of this dissertation centers on the overreliance of
communication Ph.D. students as research participants. Over 30% of the student sample
(n = 92) was taken from the communication studies discipline, whereas the next closest
discipline (i.e., psychology) accounted for less than 10%. This limitation is undoubtedly a
result of the network sampling technique that was used to solicit participants
(Granovetter, 1976); nonetheless, the disciplinary imbalance suggests that caution should
be taken when generalizing the results from this study to various types of doctoral
programs. As Austin (2002) noted, “relationships between faculty members and graduate
students differ across disciplines, as do career possibilities and the preferred balance in
faculty work between teaching and research” (p. 103). Moreover, this discrepancy is
particularly troubling because many of the variables (i.e., relational maintenance
behaviors, conflict strategies, communication satisfaction) were derived from the
communication studies discipline, thus increasing the chances that a significant portion of
the sample was already familiar with the important role that communication plays in
interpersonal relationships prior to participating in this dissertation. Therefore, it is
important to consider such disciplinary distinctions when evaluating the utility of these
findings and the suggested implications that are derived from the admittedly
disproportionate sample.
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The fourth limitation of this dissertation deals with the small sample size of paired
dyadic respondents (i.e., students and advisors). With a limited number of dyads (n = 52),
the analyses were restricted to correlations, as the sample failed to meet the requirement
of at least 20 participants per independent variable in a regression (Maxwell, 2000).
Moreover, due to the fact that advisors reported only on the outcome variables in this
study (and not the independent variables), dyadic analyses such as the Actor Partner
Interdependence Model (APIM; Kashy & Kenny, 2000) and the Common Fate Model
(CFM; Kenny & LaVoie, 1985) could not be used to examine the data. This limitation is
significant because APIM and CFM analyses account for interdependence in shared
participant responses and reduce the likelihood of Type II error (Wickham & Knee,
2012); thus, they are better equipped than other analyses (e.g., Pearson correlations, OLS
regressions) to handle dyadic data. More specifically, dyadic analyses such as APIM and
CFM can be used to better understand doctoral students’ and advisors’ responses as they
“help researchers account for systematic error by allowing for correlated error terms
between same-reporter measures” (Matthews, Conger, & Wickrama, 1996). Therefore,
future exploration of the doctoral student-advisor relationship should assess independent
and dependent variables from both perspectives so that APIM and CFM analyses can be
used to study the dyad-level phenomena (e.g., relational maintenance behaviors, conflict
strategies) that exist within the relationship (Peugh, DilLillo, & Panuzio, 2013).
The fifth limitation of this dissertation centers on the origins of Chickering and
Reisser’s (1993) vectors and the extent to which the theory is applicable to the doctoral
education context. Specifically, developing competence (i.e., vector one), managing
emotions (i.e., vector two), and moving through autonomy toward interdependence (i.e.,
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vector three) were excluded from this study because most students, if not all, successfully
navigate through these initial vectors prior to completing their undergraduate degree
(Reisser, 1995). Therefore, the decision was made to limit the scope of this study to the
latter four vectors, where students were expected to vary in their reported growth. That
being said, Tessmer (2012) argued that the unique constraints, expectations, and
responsibilities associated with completing a doctoral degree may actually promote
psychosocial development in areas that have not yet been associated with the original
theory. Put differently, doctoral students may actually grow on more advanced vectors of
psychosocial development that were previously undiscovered in the theory’s original
sample of undergraduate students (Chickering, 1969; Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Thus,
unlike this dissertation which integrated the preexisting vectors into the doctoral context,
future investigations should inductively explore the vectors on which doctoral students
develop psychosocially and mature as a result of their graduate education experiences.
In addition to using diverse methodologies and creating better instruments, there
are many possible directions for future researchers to explore the intersection of student
development and communication in the doctoral education context. First, researchers
should explore how psychosocial development influences the relationships that doctoral
students have with their fellow peers, as previous investigations have suggested that these
relationships serve as critical sources of support and are extremely influential in doctoral
students’ decision to quit or persist until graduation (Bair & Haworth, 2005). In fact,
some evidence suggests that “doctoral students actually speak more often and more
positively about the support they receive from one another than from any other source”
(Gardner, 2009, p. 66). Yet, despite their importance, the role of peers in the doctoral
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education process is understudied in comparison to the student-advisor relationship
(Bargar & Mayo-Chamberlain, 1983; Golde, 2000). Moreover, investigations that have
explored the relationships amongst doctoral students have largely ignored the effects of
psychosocial development and/or the explicit role that communication plays in these peer
connections. While this dissertation emphasizes the importance of advisors, it is without
question that students’ experiences are also shaped by their fellow peers (Gardner, 2007),
and it is likely that the relationships in which students are able to cultivate with these
individuals is influenced heavily by their psychosocial development (Tessmer, 2012).
Second, researchers should examine what happens to doctoral students who
struggle to develop psychosocially. Arguably, students who are not psychosocially
mature are at the highest risk for attrition and make the decision to quit their doctoral
program because of their social and personal deficiencies (Gardner, 2007). However, due
to a lack of alternatives, interpersonal/familial pressure, or general indecisiveness, it is
also possible that these students linger around their doctoral program for potentially
several years, creating a difficult situation for both students and departments (c.f.,
Nyquist et al., 1999). Regardless, deficiencies related to psychosocial development may
significantly hinder doctoral students in their graduate program, or potentially beyond
their educational experiences if they decide to pursue an alternative career path (Gardner,
2009). Thus, future investigations should explore negative events such as failing a course
or even comprehensive exams, as these instances may be perceived as identity crises that
relate to doctoral students’ psychosocial immaturity and may even trigger the decision to
quit graduate school. Moreover, to fully understand this paradox, researchers should also
examine doctoral students who have already left their respective program prematurely, in
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order to determine the extent to which psychosocial development affects student attrition.
Third, related to this concern, researchers should explore the behaviors, messages,
and strategies that advisors use with their doctoral students to encourage their
psychosocial development in graduate school. Results from this study suggest that
progression on Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors is appreciated by graduate
advisors (as evident through their reports on various outcome variables); however, since
only one investigation has previously applied the vectors to the doctoral education
context (Tessmer, 2012), it is unclear as to how advisors directly or indirectly contribute
to students’ psychosocial maturity. One direct method, as suggested by Hall and Burns
(2009), is that advisors “encourage students to express ideas and questions that do not
necessarily align with their own” (p. 61); yet, it is more realistic to assume that advisors
promote doctoral students’ psychosocial development by instructing them in a way that is
similar to their educational background. Advisors may also indirectly encourage doctoral
students’ development through observations and modeling, as many students learn the
demeanor and skills associated with being a faculty member through similar processes
(Austin & McDaniels, 2006; Paglis et al., 2006). Future researchers could explore the
extent to which these methods, or others which are currently unknown, are used by
advisors to influence doctoral students’ psychosocial maturity.
Fourth, future researchers should also consider adopting additional developmental
perspectives to supplement Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors of psychosocial
development in order to better understand the doctoral experience and the various ways
in which individuals grow as a result of being a doctoral student. As noted in the
introduction, the development literature as a whole has largely overlooked the changes
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and maturations that students undergo as part of the doctoral process (Tessmer, 2012).
For instance, greater attention is needed to understand doctoral students’ cognitive
development (e.g., Bowman, 2010; Brendel, Kolbert, & Foster, 2002; Cruce, Wolniak,
Seifert, & Pascarella, 2006), intellectual and ethical development (e.g., Altbach, Arnold,
& King, 2014; Lambie, Hagedorn, & Ieva, 2010; Pike & Kuh, 2005), and moral
development (e.g., Austin, Simpson, & Reynen, 2005; King & Mayhew, 2002;
Patenaude, Niyonsenga, & Fafard, 2003) in graduate school. By utilizing these diverse
frameworks, researchers can examine the multitude of changes that are present within the
graduate education context including the extent to which doctoral students communicate
and interact with their colleagues and faculty members.
Finally, researchers should continue to explore other aspects of doctoral students’
identity. The processes by which individuals come to understand and accept their own
personal characteristics and features shape their educational experiences and play an
important role in students’ personal and social development (Jones & Abes, 2013).
However, similar to psychosocial development, research examining how doctoral
students establish various aspects of their identity in graduate school is largely
nonexistent. For instance, future investigations should explore the development of
doctoral students’ gender identity (e.g., Edward & Jones, 2009), racial identity (e.g.,
Barker, 2010), cultural identity (Torres, 2009), and sexual identity (e.g., Bilodeau &
Renn, 2005) as these processes function simultaneously to comprise doctoral students’
sense of self and ultimately depict their perceived view of the world. Relatedly, future
researchers who continue to use Chickering’s and Reisser’s (1993) view of identity are
encouraged to reexamine and reevaluate the appropriateness of the theory in regards to
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explaining the development of minority students, as the vectors were originally intended
to explain the psychosocial maturation of Caucasian males (Torres et al., 2011). As
Kodama et al. (2001) noted, “using theories with populations for whom they were not
designed is another form of marginalization…as it leads to the exclusion of a group of
students whose unique needs are misunderstood, misdiagnosed, or not met at all” (p.
430). In other words, future investigations should continue to “challenge, question, and
critique traditional theoretical perspectives” such as Chickering and Reisser’s (1993)
vectors of psychosocial development in order to understand “how sociopolitical and
historical contexts, privilege, and power may have shaped the theory; and the
applicability of the theory to various student populations” (Patton et al., 2007, p. 49).
Conclusion
The goal of doctoral education is to prepare “a student to become a scholar: that
is, to discover, integrate, and apply knowledge, as well as to communicate and
disseminate it” (Council of Graduate Schools, 2005, p. 1). Unfortunately, this goal is
often unmet as many students who enter doctoral programs fail to acquire their intended
degree (Terrell et al., 2009). Moreover, persistence until graduation does not inherently
elicit the desired outcomes of doctoral education, as many students who leave with a
doctoral degree do so with a deficiency in skills and a lack of preparation (Lovitts, 2008).
As such, this dissertation aimed to examine the effects of psychosocial development on
doctoral students’ experiences in graduate school. Chickering and Reisser’s (1993)
vectors of development were used as a guiding theoretical perspective because the
framework addresses important issues that doctoral students face, including “how to
define themselves, their relationships with others, and what to do with their lives” (Evans,
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Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 32). At the center of this dissertation was the
relationship that students have with their advisor, which is critical in predicting doctoral
students’ short-term and long-term success after graduate school (Lunsford, 2012). The
findings of this dissertation revealed that psychosocial development plays an essential
role in determining how doctoral students cultivate and maintain the student-advisor
relationship. Moreover, evidence emerged to suggest that along with students’
communication behaviors, psychosocial development serves as an important predictor of
the relational and educational success that students experience in graduate school. The
encouragement of psychosocial development may be one way in which policymakers,
educators, and practitioners can enhance the quality of doctoral education programs,
improve doctoral student outcomes, and better prepare future faculty members.
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Appendix A
Recruitment Email/Message
Hello friends and colleagues,
My name is Zachary W. Goldman and I am a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of
Communication Studies at West Virginia University. As part of my dissertation research,
I am investigating doctoral student development and the relationship that exists between
doctoral students and advisors. If you are a current doctoral student, or an advisor, I
would greatly appreciate your participation by completing a short survey for my study.
Participation will take approximately 15 minutes and it is anonymous. Your participation
is completely voluntary and West Virginia University’s Institutional Review Board
acknowledgment of this project is on file. By completing this survey you will be entered
into a drawing to win one of several 50 dollar Amazon gift cards.
To qualify for participation, doctoral students must (a) currently be enrolled in a graduate
school full-time, (b) attend a traditional face-to-face Ph.D. or Ed.D. program (i.e., not an
online program), and (c) have an academic/dissertation advisor. OR, if you are an
advisor, you must currently (a) be considered graduate faculty and (b) have at least one
Ph.D. or Ed.D. doctoral student advisee.
If you do not fit the above criteria, but you know someone who may, please forward this
message along so that they may have an opportunity to participate. Your participation and
assistance is greatly appreciated!
For doctoral students, click here to participate (Insert Link)
For advisors, click here to participate (Insert Link)
Sincerely,
Zachary W. Goldman
108 Armstrong Hall, P.O. Box 6293
Department of Communication Studies
West Virginia University
Morgantown, WV 26506-6293
(304)-293-3905 (ext. 33579)
zgoldman@mix.wvu.edu
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Appendix B
Cover Letter for Doctoral Students
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Appendix C
Cover Letter for Faculty Advisors
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Appendix D
Reminder Email/Message
Dear Participant,
My Name is Zachary W. Goldman and I am a Ph.D. candidate working on my
dissertation in the Department of Communication Studies at West Virginia University.
I realize you are extremely busy, but recently your advisee/advisor indicated that you
may be willing to participate in my dissertation research. My study is examining the
relationship between students and their advisors at the doctoral level and I would really
appreciate if you would consider helping me by completing a short online survey.
If you are currently a doctoral student in a Ph.D. or Ed.D. program, please click here:
http://wvu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0rHlMfXpiyIWmlD
If you are currently a graduate faculty member and advisee doctoral students, click here:
http://wvu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_0P2I5OANrgtj9nn
Any doctoral student who completes the survey will be entered into a drawing to win one
of several Amazon gift cards. Please remember that your participation will be kept
anonymous and is completely voluntary. Acknowledgement of this study by West
Virginia University’s Institutional Review Board is on file.
Please let me know if you are unable to access the survey link by contacting me via email
(zgoldman@mix.wvu.edu) or phone (304-293-3905). Also, if you have any other
questions, comments, or concerns about this study please do not hesitate to contact me.
Thank you again for your time and participation, it is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
Zachary W. Goldman
108 Armstrong Hall, P.O. Box 6293
Department of Communication Studies
West Virginia University
Morgantown, WV 26506-6293
(304)-293-3905 (ext. 33579)
zgoldman@mix.wvu.edu
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Appendix E
Doctoral Student Survey
Directions: Indicate the extent to which the following items apply to your experiences.
________________________________________________________________________
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
1. _____ I have informal contact with my professors.
2. _____ I get along well with my doctoral colleagues.
3. _____ I have difficulty feeling at ease with others in my department.
4. _____ I do not mix well with others in my department.
5. _____ I am different from other doctoral students in undesirable ways.
6. _____ I have met people and made several friends in my graduate program.
7. _____ I have good friends in my department that I can talk about my problems with.
8. _____ I have a definite sense of purpose in life.
9. _____ I have a firm sense of who I am.
10. _____ I have a set of basic beliefs and values that guide my actions and decisions.
11. _____ I know what I want out of life.
12. _____ I have a clear set of personal values or moral standards.
13. _____ I don’t know where I fit in the world.
14. _____ I have specific personal goals for the future.
15. _____ I have a clear sense of who I want to be as an adult.
Directions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
________________________________________________________________________
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

_____ I can see a definite direction for my life.
_____ I am able to set realistic goals for myself.
_____ I really don’t know what I want out of life.
_____ I hardly ever initiate activities, I usually follow the crowd.
_____ I try to pursue my aims even when I have to take risks.
_____ I do things that I want to do, despite the risk of failing.
_____ I hesitate to put too much energy into trying to reach my goals.
_____ I let fear keep me from reaching many of my goals.
_____ I am okay with the way I’ve handled my life so far.
_____ I can accept the fact that I’ve made mistakes in the past.
_____ I feel sadness and regret when I reflect on the past
_____ I can’t seem to forgive myself for some of the mistakes I have made.
_____ I’m confident about my future.
_____ I may have difficult times ahead, but I will face them with courage.
_____ I’m not afraid of what the future has in store for me.
_____ I don’t look forward to the future.
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Directions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
________________________________________________________________________

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3

4

Slightly Neutral/
Disagree Undecided

5

6

7

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

32. _____ I tell my advisor that I am excited about working with him/her.
33. _____ I tell my advisor that I am happy about working with him/her.
34. _____ I tell my advisor that his/her opinion matters to me.
35. _____ I tell my advisor that I trust his/her guidance.
36. _____ I tell my advisor that I really like having him/her as my advisor.
37. _____ I tell my advisor that I enjoy working with him/her.
38. _____ I work hard on the tasks my advisor assigns me.
39. _____ I fulfill my advisor’s requests in a timely manner.
40. _____ I do not lie or make promises to my advisor that I cannot keep.
41. _____ I meet my advisor’s deadlines.
42. _____ I make sure I diligently complete the projects my advisor assigns me.
43. _____ I speak well of my advisor to other faculty members.
44. _____ I avoid gossiping about my advisor.
45. _____ I defend my advisor when others complain about him/her.
46. _____ I avoid criticizing my advisor to other students.
47. _____ I am respectful toward my advisor.
48. _____ I am considerate toward my advisor.
49. _____ I am polite toward my advisor.
50. _____ I am professional when talking with my advisor.
51. _____ I laugh around my advisor.
52. _____ I use humor when talking with my advisor.
53. _____ I socialize with my advisor at department parties.
54. _____ I ask my advisor for advice and feedback on my future plans.
55. _____ I talk to my advisor about what I consider are realistic goals within the
program.
56. _____ I talk to my advisor about what I consider are realistic goals after I leave the
program.
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Directions: Indicate how often you engage in the following behaviors with your advisor.
________________________________________________________________________
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Very Rarely Rarely Seldom Sometimes Occasionally Frequently Very Frequently
________________________________________________________________________
When my advisor and I disagree about something…
57. _____ I listen to my advisor’s point of view
58. _____ I assertively state my position
59. _____ I show concern about his or her feelings/thoughts
60. _____ I find out what my advisor is feeling
61. _____ I say nice things
62. _____ I express my trust in him/her
63. _____ I am sympathetic to his or her position
64. _____ I accept my fair share of responsibility for the conflict
65. _____ I try to understand my advisor
66. _____ I calmly discuss the situation
67. _____ I try to change the subject.
68. _____ I avoid my advisor
69. _____ I make excuses
70. _____ I avoid the issue
71. _____ I try to postpone the issue as long as possible
72. _____ I change the topic of discussion
73. _____ I ignore the issue
74. _____ I attempt to make my advisor feel guilty.
75. _____ I shout or yell at him/her.
76. _____ I can’t control my temper.
77. _____ I blame him/her for causing the conflict.
78. _____ I have to leave with the last word.
79. _____ I criticize my advisor’s behavior.
80. _____ I blame the conflict on him/her.
81. _____ I let my feelings get the best of me.
82. _____ I communicate in a hostile way.
83. _____ I say things that shouldn’t be said to my advisor.
84. _____ I use an aggressive conversational tone with him/her.
85. _____ I become confrontational with him/her.
86. _____ I get angry with him/her.
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Directions: Indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about
yourself.
________________________________________________________________________

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3

4

Slightly Neutral/
Disagree Undecided

5

6

7

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

87. _____ I am prepared for a career in my academic field.
88. _____ I know the scholarship in my academic field.
89. _____ I am not ready for an academic career.
90. _____ I can perform the responsibilities of a faculty member.
91. _____ I am prepared to provide service to my academic field.
92. _____ I do not have the skills to be a productive faculty member.
93. _____ I do not have the skills to teach undergraduate students.
94. _____ I am a competent researcher.
95. _____ I do not understand the culture of academia.
96. _____ I can fulfill professional responsibilities in my academic field.
97. _____ I am capable of serving on editorial boards in my academic field.
98. _____ I am unable to conduct research without the assistance of a faculty member.
99. _____ I am capable of teaching undergraduate students about my academic field.
100. _____ I am not prepared to be a faculty member.
101. _____ I complete quality work.
102. _____ My work is better than most graduate students.
103. _____ I perform my academic responsibilities to the highest possible level.
104. _____ I exceed the expectations that my advisor places upon me.
105. _____ I produce work that is worse than most graduate students.
106. _____ My work fails to meet the expectations placed upon graduate students.
________________________________________________________________________
Directions: Complete the information below about your current doctoral student status.
________________________________________________________________________
1
2
3
4
5
Not at All
Not
Undecided
Somewhat
Very
Confident
Confident
Confident
Confident
________________________________________________________________________
107. _____ I will finish all degree requirements in the “average” time for my program.
108. _____ I will finish my dissertation on schedule.
109. _____ I will (or did) finish my coursework on schedule.
110. What are the chances that you will quit your graduate program in the next 12
months? Please respond using a percentage ranging from 0% to 100% _______________
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Directions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
________________________________________________________________________
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
________________________________________________________________________
111. _____ I am satisfied with the relationship that I have with my advisor.
112. _____ My current advising relationship meets my expectations.
113. _____ I have a positive relationship with my advisor.
114. _____ My advisor meets my academic needs.
115. _____ I respect my advisor.
116. _____ My communication with my advisor feels satisfying.
117. _____ I dislike talking with my advisor.
118. _____ I am not satisfied after talking to my advisor.
119. _____ Talking with my advisor leaves me feeling like I accomplished something.
120. _____ My advisor fulfills my expectations when I talk to him/her.
121. _____ My conversations with my advisor are worthwhile.
122. _____ When I talk to my advisor, the conversations are rewarding.
123. _____ My advisor makes an effort to satisfy the concerns I have.
Directions: Complete the information below about your own ability to conduct research.
________________________________________________________________________
1
2
3
4
5
Not at All
Not
Undecided
Somewhat
Very
Confident
Confident
Confident
Confident
________________________________________________________________________
Currently, I believe that I can:
124. _____ be an effective contributor to a research project.
125. _____ successfully conduct a research project by myself.
126. _____ submit a paper to a convention that will be accepted.
127. _____ be an effective co-author on a paper.
128. _____ submit a paper to a journal that will be accepted.
129. _____ effectively conduct data analyses.
130. _____ identify and pose research questions that are worthy of study.
131. _____ complete a literature review and summarize the important issues.
132. _____ design and conduct effective research.
133. _____ be an effective and successful researcher.
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Directions: Complete the questions below by writing your answer in the space provided.
134. How many published manuscripts have you (co)authored in a refereed journal? ____
135. How many unpublished manuscripts have you authored or coauthored? ____
136. How many articles have you submitted to refereed journals? ____
137. How many manuscripts are you currently in the process of submitting for
publication (e.g., writing the manuscript, collecting data)? ____
138. How many presentations have you made at local/regional/national conventions? ___
139. How many presentations are you currently in the process of preparing to submit to a
local, regional, or national conventions? ____
140. How many local, regional, or national research conventions have you attended? ___
________________________________________________________________________
Directions: Please complete the following demographic information about yourself.
Age: __________

Sex: Male ______/Female ______

What is your ethnicity? (please check one)
___ Asian/Asian-American ___ Black/African-American ___ Hispanic ___ Middle
Easter ___ Native American ___ White/Caucasian Other (please specify): _________
What type of doctoral degree are you pursuing: Ph.D.

Ed.D. Other: _____________

What discipline/department are you earning your degree? ________________________
Which of the following best describes your current status in your doctoral program?
Currently Taking
Preparing/Taking
Working on
Coursework
Comprehensive Exams
Dissertation
How many months have you spent in your current doctoral program? _____________
What is your cumulative G.P.A. in your doctoral program? _________________
Do you receive any funding to support your doctoral education? Yes No
If yes, please circle one: Research Assistantship Teaching Assistantship Fellowship
What is your primary interest in graduate school?

Teaching

Research

Is your funding tied to your advisor? Yes No
How many months have you been working with your doctoral advisor? ___________
Who initiated the relationship between you and your advisor? Please circle one.
Self-Initiated/Doctoral Student
Advisor-Initiated
Department-Initiated
Have you changed advisors at any time in your program? Yes/No If yes, how many ___
Thank you for your participation. It is greatly appreciated!
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Appendix F
Advisor Survey
Directions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
________________________________________________________________________

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3

4

Slightly Neutral/
Disagree Undecided

5

6

7

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1. _____ My advisee is prepared for a career in his/her academic field.
2. _____ My advisee knows the scholarship in his/her academic field.
3. _____ My advisee is not ready for an academic career.
4. _____ My advisee can perform the responsibilities of a faculty member.
5. _____ My advisee is prepared to provide service to his/her academic field.
6. _____ My advisee does not have the skills to be a productive faculty member.
7. _____ My advisee does not have the skills to teach undergraduate students.
8. _____ My advisee is a competent researcher.
9. _____ My advisee does not understand the culture of academia.
10. _____ My advisee can fulfill professional responsibilities in his/her academic field.
11. _____ My advisee is capable of serving on editorial boards in his/her academic field.
12. _____ My advisee is unable to conduct research without the assistance of a faculty
member.
13. _____ My advisee is capable of teaching undergraduate students about his/her
academic field.
14. _____ My advisee is not prepared to be a faculty member.
15. _____ My advisee completes quality work.
16. _____ My advisee’s work is better than most graduate students.
17. _____ My advisee performs his/her academic responsibilities to the highest possible
level.
18. _____ My advisee exceeds the expectations that I place upon him/her.
19. _____ My advisee produces work that is worse than most graduate students.
20. _____ My advisee’s work fails to meet the expectations that are placed upon graduate
students.
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Directions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.
________________________________________________________________________

1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3

4

Slightly Neutral/
Disagree Undecided

5

6

7

Slightly
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

21. _____ I am satisfied with the relationship that I have with my advisee.
22. _____ My current advising relationship meets my expectations.
23. _____ I have a positive relationship with my advisee.
24. _____ I meet my advisee’s academic needs.
25. _____ I respect my advisee.
26. _____ My communication with my advisee feels satisfying.
27. _____ I dislike talking with my advisee.
28. _____ I am not satisfied after talking to my advisee.
29. _____ Talking with my advisee leaves me feeling like I accomplished something.
30. _____ My advisee fulfills my expectations when I talk to him/her.
31. _____ My conversations with my advisee are worthwhile.
32. _____ When I talk to my advisee, the conversations are rewarding.
33. _____ My advisee makes an effort to satisfy the concerns I have.
________________________________________________________________________
Directions: Complete the information below about your advisee’s status in the program.
1
2
3
4
5
Not at All
Not
Undecided
Somewhat
Very
Confident
Confident
Confident
Confident
________________________________________________________________________
34. _____ My advisee will finish all degree requirements in the “average” time for our
program.
35. _____ My advisee will finish his/her dissertation on schedule.
36. _____ My advisee will (or did) finish his/her coursework on schedule.
37. What are the chances that your advisee will quit the graduate program in the next 12
months? Please respond using a percentage ranging from 0% to 100% ______________
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Directions: Complete the information below about your advisee’s research ability.
1
2
3
4
5
Not at All
Not
Undecided
Somewhat
Very
Confident
Confident
Confident
Confident
________________________________________________________________________
Currently, I believe that my advisee can:
38. _____ be an effective contributor to a research project.
39. _____ successfully conduct a research project by him/herself.
40. _____ submit a paper to a convention that will be accepted.
41. _____ be an effective co-author on a paper.
42. _____ submit a paper to a journal that will be accepted.
43. _____ effectively conduct data analyses.
44. _____ identify and pose research questions that are worthy of study.
45. _____ complete a literature review and summarize the important issues.
46. _____ design and conduct effective research.
47. _____ be an effective and successful researcher.
________________________________________________________________________
Directions: Please complete the following demographic information about yourself.
Age: __________

Sex: Male ______/Female ______

What is your ethnicity? (please check one)
___ Asian/Asian-American
___ Black/African-American
___ Middle Eastern
___ Native American
___ Other (please specify): ___________________________
What is your primary interest in academia?

Teaching

___ Hispanic
___ White/Caucasian

Research

Please identify your current position by circling one of the following options:
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
How many years have you been a faculty member? _________________
How many years of experience do you have advising doctoral students? ___________
How many doctoral students have you served as an advisor? ______________
Do you currently have more than one doctoral student advisee?

Yes

No

Have you received any formalized training about advising graduate students? Yes No
Thank you for your participation. It is greatly appreciated!

